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CURRENT TOPICS. | 


Sir Jonn Horxer will take his seat in the Court of Appeal | 
at Lincoln’s-inn on Monday next, at which time Lord Justice | 
LinDLEY will be absent on circuit. 





SPECIAL JURY ACTIONS in the Queen’s Bench Division will not 
be taken before the 13th of February. Actions “ without a_ 
jury” will be taken seriatim in one or more courts, on a day to | 
be named, not before the 13th of February. 





By AN oRDER, which we print in another column, it will be 
seen that all causes and matters which, on or before the 10th of 
January, were assigned to and were then pending before Mr. | 
Justice Curry are for all purposes transferred until further order 
to Mr. Justice Kay. It is presumed that in cases where the writ 
is issued after the 10th of January, Mr. Justice Kay will, in| 
pursuance of section 12 of the Judicature Act, 1881, be able to 
act for Mr. Justice Currry so far as to dispose of any applications 
for injunction or other interlocutory orders, but not soas to make | 
decrees. 





Sir Joun Horxer’s merits as a lawyer have been discussed, 
we suppose, by every daily paper in London, at prodigious length, 
and with that charming air of infallibility which characterizes the 
observations on legal matters of the lay press. It is unnecessary 
to label severally, after the fashion of these writers, Sir Jon 
Ho1keEnr’s various real or supposed merits, or to prophesy as to his 
judicial career ; it is enough to say that, in the opinion of those 
who, from having known the new Lord Justice during his career 
at the bar, are presumably best qualified to judge, the new appoint- 
ment is a thoroughly good one. 


THE APPOINTMENT to one of the highest judicial offices of an 
ex-Attorney-General, still sitting on the opposition benches of the 
House of Commons, is probably unparalleled in legal history. 
One of the nearest approaches to such a thing was the appoint- 


ment by Lord BroveGHam in 1831 of Lord Lynpavurst, the ex- | 


Lord Chancellor, to the office of Lord Chief Baron. In the case 
of Sir W. Pacr Woop, who was appointed by Lord Carrns to a 
Lord Justiceship in 1868, a long period of judicial service had 
intervened since he had ceased to be a law officer. 


THE IDEA OF CONCENTRATING all the courts and offices in one 
building was, without doubt, very useful, but there is one conse- 
quence which, now that the building is erected and partly 
occupied, has been, and continues to be, inconvenient. The 
distances within the building are so great that it becomes a serious 
matter when a suitor comes to receive his money at the Bank of 
England, situated at the north side of the building, and is forced 
to travel thence to the Strand front to swear his affidavit. The 
journey there and back is described by discontented visitors as 
amounting to “ half-a-mile ;’’ and, although less than half that 
distance (being, in fact, less than 300 yards), it is a considerable 
grievance to the aged and infirm. Is there any objection to an 
affidavit-room being established in immediate proximity to the 
Chancery Pay-Office ? 


WHEN WE ANNovuNceED that the chambers of Vice-Chancellor 
Bacon had been removed to the rooms allotted to them in the 


west block of the Royal Courts of Justice, our statement was 
perfectly correct. Were we to say that Vice-Chancellor Bacon’s 
Chambers are now in the west block, we should be incorrect. 
Since the furniture and papers were moved into the rooms in that 
block they have been again moved, of course at the cost of much 
trouble and expense, to some rooms in the east block, which are 
on the top floor of the building, and over the chambers of Vice- 
Chancellor Hatt and Mr. Justice Cu1rry. The story is that on 
presenting themselves last Saturday morning to commence business, 
the chief clerks and their staff found the outer door of the west 
block so barricaded that entrance was impossible. It then 


| appeared that the builder, acting under advice, refused to give up 
| possession of that portion of the building; and as the power to 


make him do so was at least doubtful, there was nothing for it but 
to find rooms elsewhere. Fortunately there were available in 
another part of the building certain rooms already out of the 
hands of the builder. If this had not been the case, we should 
have had the painful spectacle of a learned Vice-Chancellor and 
his numerous staff wandering through Lincoln’s-inn in search of 
chambers, and perhaps putting the public to extra expense in the 
shape of exorbitant rent. As matters now are, it is rather hard 
for an aged judge to have to mount to the third storey three 
afternoons in a week after six hours work in court. 


No LESS THAN THREE written judgments were delivered in 


| open court on Tuesday last, although the Hilary Sittings did not 


commence till Wednesday. A considerable saving of judicial time 
has thus been effected, and a precedent has been set which we 
hope to see followed on many future occasions. It is unfortunately 
doubtful, however, whether the course followed was technically 
correct, and whether, if the letter of the law should be insisted on, 
the judgments delivered could not be either set aside or disregarded 
as nullities. This highly technical question depends on the construc- 
tion of section 26 of the Judicature Act, 1873, as explained by the 
| various rules of order 61. The 26th section of the Act of 1873, 
| after abolishing the division of the legal year into terms, prescribes 
| that, * subject to rules of court, the High Court of Justice and 
the Court of Appeal, and the judges thereof respectively, shall 
| have power to sit and act, at any time, and at any place, for the 
transaction of any part of the business of such courts respectively, 
or of such judges.”” Read by itself, this section might be taken 
'to authorize a midnight sitting in the middle of Salisbury 
Plain in mid-winter, but the rules of court no doubt cut it 
down, and the only question is how much. By ord. 61, r. 1, 
| the sittings of the court shall be four in every year,” and the 
| Hilary Sittings shall commence on the 11thof January. By rule 
2 “the vacations” also “ shall be four in every year,” and “ the 
Christmas Vacation shall commence on the 24th of December and 
terminate on the 6th of January.” By rule 5 “two of the judges 
of the High Court shall be selected at the commencement of each 
| long vacation for the hearing, in London or Middlesex during 
| vacation, of all such applications as may require to be immediately 
or promptly heard.” By rule 6 ‘any other judge may sit for a 
vacation judge,’ and by rule 7 “ the vacation judges may dispose 
of all actions, matters, and other business of an urgent nature 
during any interval between the sittings of any Division of the 
| High Court to which such business may be assigned, although 
such interval may not be called or known asa vacation.” We 
have, therefore, a restriction upon the quality of business, which 
must be urgent; a restriction upon the personnel of the court, 
which is primd facie to be constituted by vacation judges, and a 
restriction upon the place of sitting, which is to be London or 
Middlesex. The curious “ interval not called a vacation” between 
the 6th and 11th of January—an interval common to all the 
periods—might fairly be taken as a proper period for the non- 
il 
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vacation judge to sit in, if it were not for the express assignment 
of the interval to the vacation judges by rule 7. We presume 
that the question was considered before Tuesday’s sitting was 
appointed, but we must confess that we should be glad to see all 
doubt removed by a “rule 8.” 





Tue Conveyancine Act contains a startling warning of what 
people may expect who rashly trust to statutory powers to be 
silently implied in deeds. They may chance some day to find that 
the Act which confers them has been repealed without any saving of 
the powers of those who have trusted themselves to the tender 
mercies of the Legislature. Such, in the opinion of some learned 
persons, has been the fate of Lord Cranwortn’s Act: a lesson 
which ought not to fall unheeded. Section 71 of the Conveyancing 
Act provides that :— 

“(1.) The enactments described in Part III. of the Second Schedule to 
this Act are hereby repealed.” 


This Part III. of the second schedule contains parts II. and III, 
being sections 11—30, of Lord Cranwortn’s Act; of which part 
IL., being sections 11—24, contains provisions similar in outline 
to those contained in the sections of the Conveyancing Act upon 
which we comment elsewhere in our columns, for making powers 
of sale, &c., incident to the estate of a mortgagee. 

‘¢(2) The repeal by this Act of any enactment shall not affect the 
validity or invalidity, or any operation, effect, or consequence of any in- 
strument executed or made, or of anything done or suffered, before the 
commencement of this Act, or any action, proceeding, or thing then pend- 
ing or uncompleted ; and every such action, proceeding, and thing may be 
carried on and completed as if there bad been no such repeal in this Act, 
bot this provision shall not be construed as qualifying the provision of this 
Act relating to section forty of the Settled Estates Act, 1877, or any 
former Act repealed by that Act.” 


Upon the effect of this repeal we shall cite part of a note upon 
section 71 given by the authors of what, in our opinion, is the 
most useful commentary hitherto published upon the Act. “It 
seems,” they say (CLerke and Brerr’s Conveyancing Act, p. 
171), ‘*to have been overlooked that in some cases provisions 
have been omitted from certain instruments in reliance upon these 
statutory powers; and it does not seem possible by any construction 
of the section, however liberal, to continue in favour of those instru- 
ments the operation of the statute”’ [i e., Lord Caanworrn’s Act] 
“ beyond the date of its repeal—i.ec., 1st January, 1882. It must 
be observed that the substituted provisions in sections 19—24 of 
this Act” [7.¢., the Conveyancing Act] “apply only where the 
mortgage deed is executed after the commencement of the Act.” 
If this opinion is well grounded, the position of mortgagees who 
have silently relied upon Lord Cranworrn’s Act will be truly 
pitiable. We incline to think that the courts may possibly 
contrive to squeeze the desiderated meaning out of section 71; 
holding, perhaps, that an exercise of a power given by Lord 
Cranwortn’s Act after the date of its repeal is “ a consequence ”’ 
of the mortgage deed; though it is properly a consequence, not 
of the mortgage deed, but of Lord Cranworrtn’s Act. We are 
almost ashamed to propose such a construction as possible ; and it 
would be libellous to accuse anyone of having intended to effect 
such a purpose by such a method. The mortgagees aforesaid will, 
therefore, owe their safety, if they are safe, rather to the Con- 
veyancing Act’s inadvertence than to its design. And since Lord 
Caaxwortn’s Act will have escaped—if, indeed, it has escaped 
—by the skin of its teeth, there must always be room for the fear 
lest ee Conveyancing Act, when its turn comes, should not escape 
at all. 





THESE ARE DAYS in which no practitioner knows what changes he 
may have to adopt, and we have always considered it one of the 
most important functions of a legal journal to advise its readers as 
to the mode of meeting the various difficulties which arise in the 
working of a mew practice. We have, therefore, turned with interest 
to the letter which appeared in the Times a few days ago from 
“ A Solicitor,” asking for advice as to the best means of carrying out 
a revolution in his office. He states that he is “a solicitor in 
good practice, with a large staff of clerks—all men, young or 
middle-aged.” He has “long thought, and been convinced, that 











women might be as usefully employed as men as writers, book. 
keepers, and general clerks,” and he carries out his conviction to 
the extent of occasionally employing them out of his office, 
He now wants to employ them in his office, but he 
would like to know what the effect would be. Personally, he 
says, he “should not object” to the presence of the young lady 
clerks ; and so far, no doubt, the ground is a good deal cleared, 
But there remain many serious considerations. “ Would my 
clients object?” asks the solicitor. Well, we should think no 
general answer can be given to this query. It depends very much 
on the age and sex of the client. Young men clients might not only 
not object but Spprove old men clients might raise no serious 
objection; but lady clients of all ages would be likely to look 
with suspicion on the innovation, and spinster clients of advanced 
age would inevitably change their solicitor. Over and above the 
clients there remains the question, how the innovation would be 
received in the home circle of the solicitor. From the fact that 
he “should not object” to the young lady clerks it would not 
necessarily follow that his female relatives would regard the 
proposal with approval. We presume, however, from the cit- 
cumstance that the solicitor states that he “shall engage two 
young women as writers,” and “ will see what stuff they are made 
of,’ that all difficulties of this kind have been removed. There 
still remains, however, the question of the effect of the introduction 
of the “two young women” on their male co-clerks, and it is this 
consideration which appears mainly to harass the solicitor. He 
thinks that “at first, no doubt, flutter and flirtation’? would be 
the result; but when the novelty had worn off the innovation 
would, “he feels sure, work satisfactorily.’’ We cannot say we 
feel so sure. Here again the question depends, to a large extent, 
on the characteristics of the subjects of the solicitor’s experi- 
ment. We should think that if he means to have any work done 
in his office he must either restrict his male clerks to persons 
of mature age, or take care that his “two young women” are dis- 
tinguished by an appalling lack of personal charms. 





WHAT SHOULD BE THE FORM OF 
MORTGAGE ? 


Tuts question is asked on all hands now that the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881, has come into operation, and we shall attempt to give 
an answer to it. 

We may assume in the first place, with Mr. Prideaux, that the 
statutory form of mortgage given in the third schedule of the 
Act “ will not be generally adopted.” ‘The principal draftsman of 
the Act has himself stated in his book (p. 58) that the forms in 
this schedule “will probably only be used in quite simple cases, 
and for loans on small properties.” As doubt as to the efficacy of 
auy part of the Act is certainly not a prominent characteristic of 
the work in which this remark occurs, we may conclude that the 
framer of the form in question has no great confidence in its 
completeness or safety. It is not difficult to show that there are 
reasons for this distrust. First of all, there are some questions 
upon the construction of the provisions of the Act relating to the 
statutory form. Section 26 provides a form of covenant for 
payment of the mortgage money and a proviso for redemption, and 
enacts that “the provisions of this section shall apply ” to the 
form of statutory mortgage in the third schedule; but it omits 
to enact that the provisions of sections 19—24, by which 
are implied numerous powers, shall also apply to that form. [If it 
is suggested that they must do so, since a mortgage in that 
form is ‘fa mortgage made by deed’’ under section 19, we 
reply that a mortgage in the form in the fourth schedule is 
equally a mortgage made by deed, yet it hgs been considered 
necessary to provide, by section 57, that “deeds in the form of, 
and using the expressions in, the forms’ in the fourth sched- 
ule “shall, as regards form and expression in relation to the 
provisions of this Act, be sufficient.” Again, under section 26 
only such variations and additions can be made to the statu- 
tory form “as circumstances may require’’—a provision which 
does not obviously authorize the insertion of any variations or 
additions which may be agreed upon by the parties. We do not 





attach much importance to these doubts, but there is no reason 
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a mortgagee should run the risk of any doubt, however 
dight it may be, as to the operation and efficacy of his 


security. There are other reasons why this statutory form 
should not be used. It is expressly confined to mort- 


gages of land, and will not apply to mortgages of Iand and per- 

y, 80 far at least as regards the personal property therein com- 
prised ; and the use of the words “ by way of statutory mortgage ”’ 
js essential to its validity ; moreover, additional provisions which 
may be necessary cannot very conveniently be added. Thus a 
roviso for reducing the rate of interest on punctual payment 
cannot be conveniently inserted in a form of mortgage which 
gntains no express covenant for payment of interest. 

We think, therefore, that the form contained in the fourth 
ghedule of the Act is more likely to be adopted than the form 
of statutory mortgage contained in the third schedule. Upon 
the form in the fourth schedule, the first thing to be observed is 
that no peculiar authority or efficacy is given to it by the Act. 
fection 57 provides that “deeds in the form of, and using the 
epressions in, the forms given in the fourth schedule to 
At, or in the like form, or using expressions to the like 
dlect, shall, as regards form ard expression in relation to the 
provisions of this Act, be sufficient.’ That is to say, if a 
mortgage is in this form it will avail to give the parties the 
benefit of all the powers and provisions to be implied under the 
Act. So will also any “mortgage made by deed.” It is not to be 
assumed that this section makes the forms in the fourth schedule 
sufficient for all purposes. Nor will section 66 avail to protect 
the solicitor using them, except as regards liability for not 
negativing the implied powers aad covenants given by the Act. 
The forms in the fourth schedule, in fact, have, we conceive, just 
the same authority as ordinary forms framed by Mr. Wolstenholme 
would have, and no more. There is, therefore, no reason why the 
phraseology of these forms should not be varied where it appears 
to be less appropriate than that hitherto employed. And it is to 
be observed that Mr. Wolstenholme, in constructing the “ forms in 
mortgage deeds” in chapter 3, section 1, of Part II. of his book 
—which, of course, are intended to be used in connection with the 
forms in schedule 4—has not adhered to the phraseology of the 
forms in the Act. Thus, in the covenant for fire insurance, at 
p. 128, he always inserts the words “the said” before the names 
of the parties, in place of the severe “A.” of the form in the 
schedule. He says in the covenant, “so long as any 
money remains due under these presents,’ while the 
form in the schedule says, “as long after that day as any 
principal money remains due wnder this mortgage,’ and so forth. 
On all these verbal matters we think that Mr. Wolstenholme’s 
second thoughts are better than his first, and ought to be adopted 
throughout the form, otherwise the mortgage will present an 
instance of the gravest vice in conveyancing—the use of different 
expressions to signify the same thing in different parts of the 
sme deed. Before leaving this form of covenant to keep 
up fire insurance given by Mr. Wolstenholme, may we be 
permitted to ask why he considers it necessary to add a pro- 
Vision enabling the mortgagee to insure in default of the mort- 
gagor? Can he have forgotten that, by sections 19 (ii.) and 
23, such a power is to be implied in all mortgages made by deed ? 

If we are right in supposing that the phraseology of the form inthe 
fourth section may be varied—and we have the further authority of 
Messrs. Prideaux and Whitcombe for this view—(see Precedents, 
vl. 1, p. 508, note b.)—then we agree with those learned 
thors in thinking that there is no reason why, in the proviso 
fr redemption, the words “the persons claiming under him,” 
which occur four times, should be adopted in preference to the 
shorter expressions hitherto in use. There is no possible need for 
the words, “subject to the proviso for redemption following 
(tamely),”” and as regards brevity, the form of proviso adopted by 
the learned authors last mentioned—* Provided always that if 
the said sum of £ , with interest thereon, shall be paid on 
the said day of next, according to the foregoing 
Covenant in that behalf, the said premises shall, at the request and 
cost of the said A. B., his heirs or assigns, be re-conveyed to him 
or them ’’—has the advantage of expressing in about fifty words 
(exclusive of names) what the form in the fourth schedule takes 
(without counting names), over eighty words to express. 

The next and, perhaps, the most important question, is whether 











the implied powers and provisions of the Act relating to mort- 
gages should be allowed to come into operation; and im order to 
arrive at an answer to this question, it is necessary to consider 
the parts of the Act relating to this matter. First of all, as to leases, 
section 18, by the first sub-section, gives (in the absence of a “ con- 
trary intention”) a power of leasing to every mortgagor of land 
while in possession. We must leave our readers themselves to 
consult section 18 for the details of the kinds of leases thereby 
authorized, with which we find no great fault. They seem to 
accord very well with the usual practice, so far as the practice 
(which is by no means common) of inserting powers of leasing in 
mortgages exists. Then the section enacts (sub-section 8) that a 
counterpart of the lease shall be executed by the lessee and 
delivered to the lessor ; and (sub-section 11) that in the case of a 
lease made by a mortgagor, he shall deliver to the mortgagee first 
in priority a counterpart duly executed by the lessee. But in its 
anxiety to protect the interests of the lessee, sub-section (11) pro- 
ceeds to enact that he shall not be concerned to see that the last- 
mentioned provision is complied with. And sub-seetion (8) pro- 
vides that the execution of the lease shall, in favour of the lessee 
and persons deriving title under him, be sufficient evidence of the 
execution and delivery to the lessor of the counterpart. And as 
though this were not enough, we find at the conclusion of the 
section the following extraordinary provision :— 

“ (17). The provisions of this section referring to a lease shall be construed 
to extend and apply, as far ag circumstances admit, to any letting, and to an 
agreement, whether in writing or not, for leasing or letting.” 


We shall make no attempt to predict the meaning which will 
ultimately be affixed by the courts to language of such tremend- 
ous latitude. We find in it nothing, so far as it contemplates 
parol leases and agreements for leases, to limit these within the 
requirements of the Statute of Frauds. The same degree of un- 
certainty must also exist whether the leases, other than parol 
leases, which this sub-section contemplates, are within the 8 & 9 
Vict. c. 106, s. 3; and it is a noteworthy fact that this last- 
cited enactment made express reference to the existing law 
touching written and parol leases. Moreover, the words of 
the sub-section under consideration, if taken in their literal mean- 
ing, seem to authorize a neglect of the protective restrictions, as to 
number of years, rent, &c., previously laid down. 

So far we have been speaking from the point of view of the 
mortgagee. The section also contains some provisions which are 
not unlikely to cireumscribe a good deal its practical utility from 
the point of view of the mortgagor. 

*(13.) This section applies only if and as far asa contrary intention is not 
expressed by the mortgagor and mortgagee in the mortgage deed, or otherwise 
in writing, and shall have effect subject to the terms of the mortgage deed or 
of any such writing, and to the provisions therein contained.” 


From this it seems to follow that an intending lessee could not 
safely deal with a mortgagor as lessor, without satisfying hi > 
not only as to the contents of the mortgage deed, but also as to 
the contents of every writing, if any, executed by the parties and 
bearing upon the matter in hand: an evidently impossible under- 
tuking. Such writings would, of course, be in the custody of the 
mortgagee, and the mortgagor would have no visible motive for 
incurring the expense of a duplicate. It would be necessary 
to inspect the writings answering to this description in the 
custody of each of the mortgagees, if more than one ; for though 
it does not clearly appear from the section what effect such a 
writing if executed only by one mortgagee would have upon the 
rights of another, it seems to be clear that such a writing would, 
as against the mortgagor and his lessee, preserve the rights of the 
mortgagee who had executed it. 

If a lease purporting to be made under this section by a mort- 
gagor should be void by reason of any defect in the execution of 
the power (such as the concealed existence of any such writing 
as in the last paragraph mentioned), we may doubt whether the 
lessee would not be in a worse position than he would have been 
in if his lease had been made by the mortgagor's own sole 
authority under the existing law. We will waive the question, 
whether a lease purporting to be made by an invalid execution of 
a power, creates an estate by estoppel; because we refer more 
particularly to the more important right of redemption. Under 
the existing law a lease made by the mo r on his own sole 





authority is voidatle by the mortgagee; but (though the ques- 
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tion has never been actually decided) it is the better opinion that 
the lessee would have a right to redeem. A doubt may be felt 
whether a void lease purporting to be made under this section 
would confer any such right. 

Lastly, we find something very mysterious in the following 
sub-section :— 

**(12.) A contract to make or accept a lease under this section may be 
enforced by or against every person on whom the lease, if granted, would be 
binding.” 

A lease granted under the section by the mortgagor would be 
binding on the mortgagee: could an intending lessee enforce 
against the mortgagee specific performance of a contract to 
grant a lease entered into by the mortgagor? This would be a 
grotesque conclusion ; but it seems to be plainly within the lan- 
guage of the Act; and it operates no manifest absurdity, for the 
mortgagee is under the section quite competent to give effect to the 
contract. We are not a little curious to know whether such con- 
tracts could be enforced by summons at chambers: see section 69, 
sub-section (3). 

We do not propose to examine in detail the remaining sections 
relating to implied forms in mortgages—namely, sections 19—24 ; 
which refer only to powers conferred upon the mortagee :—(1) To 
sell; (2) to insure against fire; (3) to appoint a receiver; and 
(4) to cut and sell ripe timber, while in possession. These powers 
seem to be sufficiently beneficial to the mortgagee; enabling him 
in some respects to deal more harshly with the mortgagor than is 
allowed by the common practice, and in no respect (that we are 
aware of) relaxing the present practice to the benefit of the 
mortgagor. It is, therefore, not improbable that mortgagees will 
retain and use them, unless a sufficient obstacle is interposed by 
the resistance of mortgagors. 

On the whole, therefore, we conclude that a mortgagee may 
safely allow the implied powers given by the Act to come into 
operation, with the exception of the power of leasing (section 18), 
which, in our opinion, ought to be always expressly excluded. 
Another part of the Act which it is very desirable to exclude is 
section 5, which enables a mortgagee to be redeemed behind his 
back, and may, as we have shown in a previous article, operate so 
as to defeat his right to consolidation. There is no provision that 
this section shall apply only so far as a contrary intention is not 
expressed, but there is also no provision that it shall “ have effect, 
notwithstanding any stipulation to the contrary,” which leaves 
ground for a hope that it may be negatived. We think, at all 
events, that the attempt is worth making. Section 17, relating to 
consolidation of mortgages, can undoubtedly (and probably always 
will) be excluded. 





BANKRUPTCY LAW REFORM. 


[commuNicaTED. ] 
VII. 


Cravse 33 of the Government Bill relates to the examination of bank- 
rupte, and is as follows :— 

“Clause 33.—(1.) Where a debtor has been adjadicated bankrupt, the 
court shall hold a public sitting on a day tc be appointed by the conrt, for 
the examination of the bankrupt, and the bankrupt shall attend thereat 
and shal] be examined as to his conduct, dealings, and property. 

**(2.) The court may adjourn the examination from time to time. 

**(3.) The bankrupt shall not be deemed to bave passed his public 
examination until the court by order declares that his affairs have been 
sufficiently investigated, and that his examination is finished. 

“ (4.) i 96, 97, and 98 of the principal Act (relating to dis- 
covery of bankrupt’s property) shall have effect as if the term ‘ trustee’ 
ineluded the official receiver.” 


We presume it is not intended that the public examination shall be 
appointed until the first meeting has been held and a trustee appointed. 
That is the present practice, and it would be a great mistake to alter it. 
But from this clause, as drawn, it would appear that the sitting for 
pubtic examination is to be appointed as soon as an order of adjudica- 
tion is made! Then, again, we would ask, by whom is the examination 
to be conducted? Suppose the trustee and creditors should be satisfied 
with a certain investigation, is it intended by sub-clause 3 that the court 
shall have power, notwithstending their being so satisfied, to continue 
the investigation? And is it intended by sub-clause 4 that the official 
receiver, whether acting as trustee or not, shall have the same powers as 
@ trustee to examine a bankrupt, &c.’ If these be the intentions of the 
section, we do not think they will come to much in the end, judging 








from experience of the way in which official assignees performed that 
duty under the Act of 1861. The official receivers may sweep like “ new 
brooms” to begin with, but we anticipate that they will svon get tired of 
that, and not interfere with the investigations of the creditors’ represen. 
tatives or seek to carry them any further, unless urged to do so b 
independent creditors. True it is that it is provided by clause 46, sub. 
clause (g.), that it shall be part of the duties of un official receiver “ t 
take such part as may be directed by the Board of Trade in the public 
examination of the bankrupt”; but we do not think that will make 
much difference, as we apprehend the Board of Trade will have to rely 
upon the official receivers for information as to the fact of every bank. 
ruptcy, and will practically only be able to give such directions as may 








be suggested by them. 

Clause 34 provides for the close of the bankruptcy by an order of the 
court when a composition or scheme of arrangement has been approved, 
“or the trustee reports to the court that the whole property of the 
bankrupt has been realized for the benefit of his creditors, or so much 
thereof as can, in the opinion of the trustee, be realized without need. 
lessly protracting the bankruptcy,” and for notice thereof to be pub 
lished in the Gazette. Section 47 of the Act of 1869 requires “ th 
joint opinion of the trustee and committee of inapection” that dl 
the property has been realized which can be realized without needless) 
protracting the bankruptcy. We think their approval in such a cas 
ought to be obtained, or they should be cited to show cause why such an 
order should not be made. 

The next clause (35) relates to the discharge of bankrupts. It provides 
that (1) when a bankrupt has passed his public examination he may 
apply to the court for his discharge, and the court may appoint a day to 
hear same. (2) If the application be made during the continuance of the 
bankruptcy it shall only be with the assent of a majority in number and 
three-fourths in value of the creditors, “and on a certificate by the 
trustee that the bankrupt has duly surrendered his property, and thatin 
the opinion of the trustee there is no further occasion for the bankrupt’s 
services in the bankruptcy.” (3) On the application the court is to 
consider a report of the official receiver on the bankrupt’s conduct and 
affairs, and may either grant an absolute discharge, or, on proof of any 
of the facts therein mentioned, refuse the order or suspend its 
operation for a time, or grart it subject to conditions with respect to 
the bankrupt’s future earnings, or income, or after-acquired property 
(4) The facts before referred to are (a) that the estate has not and will. 
not realize a sum equal to one-half the proveable debts, and that such 
insufficiency has not been caused by the negligence or fraud of the 
trustee; (d) that the bankrupt, if a trader, has omitted to keep proper 
books of account during the three years immediately preceding his 
bankruptcy, or has omitted during such period to prepare once a yeara 
proper balance-sheet of his affairs, or has greatly increased his liabilities 
by carrying on trade at a loss while insolvent, or has contracted debts 
without ‘‘ reasonable or probable ground of expectatioa (proof whereof 
shall lie on him) of being able to pay them”; (c) whether a trader or not 
if he ‘‘ has brought on his bankruptcy by rash and hazardous speculations 
or unjustifiable extravagance in living, or has put any of his creditors 
to unnecessary expense by a frivolous or vexatious defence to any action 
properly brought against him, or has committed any act by statute made 
a misdemeanor in case of bankruptcy ”’ ; and (d) that he has within four 
months of adjudication given a fraudulent preference to any of his 
creditors. (5) Notice of the day appointed is to be published and sent 
to each creditor twenty-one days before such day, and the court may heat 
the official receiver and trustee and any creditor who has given to the 
court seven days’ notice of his desire to oppose; and (6) the court may, 
as a condition of the discharge, require the bankrupt to consent to 
judgment being entered against him by the official receiver or trustee for 
any balance of the debts proveable aot satisfied at the date of the 
discharge; but execution on such judgment not to be issued without 
leave of the court, ‘‘ which leave may be given on proof that the bankcupt 
has since his discharge acquired property available for payment of his 
debts.” 

We think that this clause will be a great improvement upon the 
present law as to bankrupts’ discharges. Whilst, however, approving 
generally of the proposal, there are several points of detail in the clause 
which, in our opinion, ought to be more fully considered, and to which 
we desire to call attention. In sub-clause 2 we think that the assent of 
such a Jarge majority of creditors might be dispensed with in case of an 
application during the continuance of a bankruptcy. We cannot see 
that the question of the bankrupt’s discharge can, in any way, affect the 
realization of the estate, and it often happens, particularly in estates of 
magnitude, that a bankruptcy cannot be closed for years, owing to com- 
plications of various kinds. We suggest that in order to meet such 
cases, it might be provided that the assent of the creditors, &c, 
should not be required in case of an application made after the expiration 
of, say, twelve months from adjudication, even if the bankruptcy be nob 
then closed, 

With regard to sub-clause 3 wo have already given expression to our 
views as to the value of official receivers’ investigations in our remarks on 
clause 33, and those romarks apply equally to this sub-clause, But the 
official receiver's report is not likely to do much harm, of however little 
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practical use it may be, and as that official is such a prominent feature 
in the Government proposals we presume that this part of the sub-clause 
will be adhered to. 

Sub-clause 4 ought to be carefully sifted and examined—(a.) This, we 
think very proper, and a most sensible improvement upon the present 
Jaw as to payment of ten shillings in the pound. (b.) The omission to 
yeep proper books of account and make out balance-sheets, seems to be 
taking @ leaf out of the bankruptcy laws of some of the continental 
nations. The Act of 1861 provided that if a bankrupt trader “ with 
intent to conceal the true state of his affairs, wilfully omitted to keep 
proper books of account,’’ the court might refuse or suspend his dis- 
charge, but that was obviously a long way short of the present proposal. 
The proposal will operate rather hardly upon illiterate traders, but no 
doubt the Government anticipate that, by reason of the Acts for com- 
pulsory education, these will become extinct in a little time. When that 
time arrives the proposal will, we think, be a highly proper one, but the 
illiterate trader is not quite extinct yet. (c.) This is following provisions 
in section 159 of the Act of 1861. With regard to the “ vexatious 
defence’ provision, that was a very proper one when that Act was passed, 
but appears to us unnecessary with the provisions of order 14 under the 
Judicature Acts in force. (d.) This provision is new, and, we think, 
lighly proper. 

Sub-clause 6 we are inclined to think goes somewhat too far. But in 
any event we suggest that in the concluding sentence the words “ shall 
only’ should be substituted for the word ‘‘ may,” and the following 
words added at the end :— ‘‘ And on notice of the application for such leave 
being served upon the bankrupt in the prescribed manner.” 

We think also that some provision should be made as to the discharge 
of bankrupts and liquidating debtors under the present Act. There are 
cases where bankrupts and liquidating debtors are refused their discharge 
by their creditors who would be entitled thereto if they came within the 
provisions of this Bill, and we do not think it right that in any alteration 
of the law as to discharge it should not be made to apply to them. 

Clause 36, sub-clause 1, gives the court power to annul adjudication in 
the following cases :— 


“(a.) Where in the opinion of the court an order of adjudication ought not 
to have been made, or 

(b.) Where it is proved to the satisfaction of the court that the debts of the 
bankrupt are fully paid or satisfied, or 

“(c.) Where a bankruptcy is closed, eithe: n consequence of approval of a 
composition, or scheme, or otherwise, and the bankrupt has passed his public 
examination, and the court, after taking into consideration the report of the 
official receiver, is satisfied that the bankruptcy has been caused by misfortune 
without any misconduct on the part of the bankrupt.” 


Sub-clause 2 is practically the same as the latter paragraph of section 
121 of the present Act. In paragraph (c) we think it would be an 
improvement to insert the words “ and obtained his discharge” after the 
word “ examination ” in line 8, and to add at the end the words ‘‘and 
that none of the facts mentioned in section 35, sub-section 4, of this Act 
have taken place.” 

Clauses 37 to 39 relate to the disqualification of bankrupts to sit in 
Parliament or hold any public office, but that is a question which does 
not come within the scope of these papers, and we do not presume to 
discuss it here. 

Clauses 40 to 42 deal with the punishment of fraudulent bankrupts. 
Clause 40 extends the provisions of the Debtors Act, 1869, to debtors 
petitioning for adjudication. This is, of course, necessary in consequence 
of the proposal to allow debtors to file their own petitions for adjudica- 
tion and to abolish liquidation proceedings, Clause 41 extends section 
16 of the same Act, so that the term “a trustee in any bankruptcy ”’ shall 
include an official receiver. We presume it is the intention to give the 
official receiver power under that section whether he is also acting as 
trustee or not, but we think official receivers will be very diffident in 
acting unless set in motion by creditors. Clause 42 is as follows :— 


‘¢ 42.—Where there is, in the opinion of the court, ground to believe that 
the bankrupt has been guilty of any offence which is by statute made a mis- 
demeanor in cases of bankruptcy, the court may commit the bankrupt for 
trial, and shall have all powers and jurisdiction requisite for that purpose.” 


A similar power was given to the Commissioners in Bankruptcy under 
rction 222 of the Act of 1861, but we believe it was seldom, if ever, 
exercised. We remember that when applications under that section were 
made to one of the country commissioners of note he invariably declined 
to exercise the jurisdiction, stating that the power was an optional one and 
he would not interfere with the jurisdiction of the magistrates, as he con- 
sidered that magistrates were better able to deal with all criminal offences 
whether under that Act or not, although he frequently made orders for 
creditors’ assignees to prosecute. Now we think either the courts should 
be compelled to exercise the jurisdiction instead of having to go before 
the magistrates, or else the clause should be omitted altogether. If the 
clause be passed as drawn, we shall have a great variety of practice in the 
different courts, but, eventually, we anticipate the courts will generally 
decline to act upon the section, as was the case under the Act of 1861. 

The administration of small bankruptcies with a view to saving the 
very disproportionate amount of costs, to which, under the present system 








they are liable, is dealt with by the next clause, No. 43. It provides as 

follows :— , 
*¢ Clause 43.—Where it appears to the official receiver, from the bankrupt’s 

statement of affairs or otherwise, that the bankrupt’s estate is not likely to 

exceed three hundred pounds, the administration of the estate shall be subject 

to the following provisions: 


‘€(1.) The official receiver shall, as from the date of the first ing of 
creditors, become and be deemed to have been appointed by the of 
Trade the trustee of the estate, unless the creditors at that or any subsequent 


meeting, by the resolution of a majority in number and value of the i 
present personally or by proxy at the meeting, and voting on the resolution, 
resolve that some other person be appointed trustee. 

‘*(2.) Unless another person is appointed trustee, the official receiver shall 
have power to accept a composition on behalf of the creditors, and any com- 
position so accepted shall have the same effect as if it had been daly accepted 
in pursuance of resolutions of the creditors. 

‘*(3,) Unless a composition is accepted or another person is appointed 
trustee, the official receiver sball proceed to get in, realize, and distribute the 
estate of the bankrupt with all possible dispatch, and shall not be required to 
summon any meeting of the creditors after the first meeting unless, in the opinion 
of the court, it is expedient that such a meeting be summoned.” 

Sub-clause 1.—The proposal contained in this sub-clause does not, we 
think, amount to very much. We take it that under clause 20, sub-clause 
10, the official receiver would, failing the appointment of any other trus- 
tee by the creditors, be the trustee in the case of any bankruptcy, what- 
ever the amount of the assets. The only difference is that, in order to 
oust him from that position in cases within this clause, it would require a 
majority in number as well as value of the creditors at a meeting, and 
under clause 20, sub-clause 9, the creditors are given power to leave the 
appointment of a trustee to the committee of inspection, which is omitted 
from thisclause. But these will not practically make much difference. 
There may of course be cases of very large cash creditors constituting 
the majority in value of the creditors, and a number of trade creditors con- 
stituting the minority in value, but majority in number, where the 
proposal would act beneficially, but such cases we think will be compara- 
tively few. 

Sub-clause 2.—We strongly object to this absolute power being given 
to the official receiver. It ought, in our opinion, to be subject to accep- 
tance by a special resolution of the creditors. This would not involve 
much additional expense, and would be much more satisfactory. 

Sub-clause 3.—We would suggest the addition at the end of the words 
“‘ or unless requested in writing to do so by one-fourth in value of the 
creditors.” 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


LEGAL PROCEDURE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—If I venture to ask again for a place in your columns it is not 
so much in order to propound opinions of my own as to aid in stirring 
up interest in the forthcoming deliberations of our society. I think 
most working solicitors will agree on these two points—that dispatch 
means (in most cases) saving of money, and that the suitors have a 
right to the services of an efficient and sufficient staff in every department 
of the court. 

It is now many years ago that, ata meeting of the Law Amendment 
Society, I heard the late Mr. Field insist, with his accustomed vigour, on 
the first of these points, @propos of his favourite topic, the concentration 
of the courts and offices; and the impression I then received has been 
deepened by all subsequent observation. For example, it must be a 
familiar experience to all solicitors of mature years how difficult it is to get 
a litigant to consent to any compromise till the crisis is actually at hand. 
Terms are often arranged+on the very eve, or perhaps on the very 
morning, of the impending fray. Any needless delay in reaching this 
point means money thrown away, and very likely irritation aggravated, or 
created, to form an additional obstacle to any settlement. That suitors 
should be forced to a compromise by pressure from the court, whose 
duty it is to determine their dispute, is, generally speaking, improper and 
unrighteous, but that is quite another matter from such settlements as 
I now refer to. If, on the other hand, the parties are determined to go 
into court, they are entitled to have their cause adjudged with expedi- 
tion, but not with hurry. It is so easy to lay all blame on the solicitor, 
and that patient drudge is so accustomed to the lash, that it may not 
be surprising to find the facts of the case, which are plain enough to 
him, ignored by those in high places. To him it is not quite 
apart from questions of “ costs,” that the Chancery Division should be 
preferred in many cases, Everything is not perfect there by any meana, 
but it is notorious that business moves quicker in all that concerns pro- 
ceedings in court. I admit that the business of the Queen's Bench 
Division is more multifarious, and more disturbed by circuits, but these 
admissions do not dispose of the question, 

The inconveniences complained of may be lessened by ae 
courts and their frequenters locally together, but not removed. 
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ably the abolition of sittings in Banc would doa good deal to remove the 
cause of them. Under present arrangements, you are informed, for 
example, that demurrers will be taken on such a day, and you arrange 
and inform clients accordingly. When that day’s list comes out, demur- 
ters are “ conspicuous by their absence,” and this may occur more than 
once. Solicitors, counsel, and suitors who desire to attend the hearing of 
their causes all alike flounder in uncertainty and confusion ; and the case 
is aggravated when country clients are in it. 

Nobody wishes to suppose—no one does in fact suppose—that the 
judges are indifferent to the convenience of the public, ley or professional. 
The system is bad, and should be altered, and if the staff is inadequate, 
it should be increased. Whether citizens may claim to have their rights 
ascertained at the public cost, or no, is a question we need not discuss. 
In this country litigants contribute so very largely to the cost that they 
are entitled to be properly attended to. 

But then we are told that the appetite of solicitors for costs has in- 
ereased, is increasing, and ought to be diminished; and a limit of £200 
is suggested, below which a lower scale than the present (frequently 
inadequate) remuneration is recommended. 

Here may be remarked a want of acquaintance with the facts of daily 
business, in which we find that more difficulties are apt to occur in the 
conduct of cases involving from £50 to £200 than in heavier cases. In 
asserting this I rely on better authority than my own—that of an able 
and experienced managing clerk with whom I was lately discussing the 
subject, and he gave this reason : that parties accustomed to large trans- 
actions conduct their business with more system and accuracy, and con- 
sequently with less risk of ‘‘ muddle.’ The theory set forth in the report 
of the Legal Procedure Committee, that litigants, particularly in the 
emaller class of cases, know what they mean to go for, and are only 
confused by the lawyers, is “quite too-too.” But it is only one of 
several proofs to be found in the report, that men, however able and 
eminent, are not, therefore, qualified to deal practically with matters 

with which they are not conversant. True, the judges and barristers on 
the committee had the assistance of two solicitors, but these gentlemen 
probably know nothing, and care as little, about actions under £200. On 
this subjeet who would value the opinion of Mr. Farrer or Mr. Freshfield? 

The committee now sitting includes, as it ought to include, solicitors of 
that class, but does not consist of them; and many of usare hoping for 
practical treatment of some of these questions. xX. 





PREPARATION OF LEASES BY HOUSE AGENTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I have not hitherto seen any reference in your valuable paper to 
the observations made by Mr. Justice Grove in the case of Nathan v. 
Moore, brought before him on appeal in the Queen’s Bench Division of the 
High Court on the 14th ult. It was an action brought in the county court 
against an auctioneer and house agent for negligence in drawing an agree- 
ment for the letting of the plaintiff's house for three years, and in delivering 
judgment for the defendant, Mr. Justice Grove made the following re- 
markable observations: ‘‘ No doubt it would have been better if he [the 
house agent] had prepared a lease, but he was not to be held guilty of 
negligence because he did not do what a skilled professional person 
would bave done. The fair question was: Did the defendant use such 
reasomable care and diligence as, under the circumstances, people would 
expect a house agent to use? The answer to this, he thought, must be in 
the effizmative. To hold otherwise would be disastrous, and would result 
in house agenta declining to draw agreements, which for the most part 
abundantly answered the purpose for which they were drawn, thereby 
driving the work into lawyers’ hands at a great expense to the public.” 
Without regarding the latter portion of the learned judge’s remarks, 
and without discussing the doubtful benefit the public derive from 
house agents’ agreemente—which lawyers are well aware form a prolific 
source of litigation—it certainly does seem to me “passing strange” 
that the learned judge should suggest that a house agent should 
prepare a lease (which, by the Statute of Frauds, is required to 
be in writing, and by the 8 & 9 Vict. c. 106, consequently to be by 
deed), and thereby subject himself, as it seems to me he would, 
to the penalty of £50 prescribed by section 60 of the Stamp Act, 1870 
(which the learned judge appears to have overlooked)—a fact which, 
alter his semerks, and the prominence given thereto in the full report of 
the ease above referred to contained in Land of the 17th ult. (a paper 
which is to be the special organ of auctioneers and estate 
agente), it is as well those gentlemen should bear in mind. 
4, Bouth-square, Gray’s-inn, Jan. 11. Witt Gaeraves. 





COMMISSIONERS FOR OATHS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitore Journal.) 
Sir,—-Among the numerous commissioners appointed to take affidavite 
there are some, I regret to exy, who are quite forgetful of their own 
selt-respect, ond the duty they owe to their own professional brethren. 
T know for 2 fact that m this neighbourhood (end it may very likely 


be in other legal localities) there are commissioners who make it a practice 
to tont the clerks of solicitors for taking affidavits to be used in their 
employers’ service, and allow such clerks a commission of one-half or one- 
third of the fees payable to the commissioner. There is one person (I 
cannot refer to him as a gentleman) who, in particular in this part of 
London, now derives a considerabie income from this sort of work. In 
my opinion there are, amongst many others, two strong objections to be 
urged against this practice. The first is, that it holds out to solicitors’ 
clerks an inducement to dishonesty ; for if a commission is to be 
allowed at all it should go into the pocket of the clerk’s principal ; and, 
secondly, it is a practice which is unfair to those commissioners—a large 
majority I believe—who are anxious to act uprightly, and to preserve 
the honour of their appointment and the well-being of the profession to 
which they belong. The matter is so notorious that I am surprised 
attention has not been called to it before, and I hope if you favour me 
by inserting this letter something may be suggested to abate the evil, 
I should say that a letter addressed under the authority of the Council 
of the Incorporated Law Society, and sent to every member of the pro. 
fession, requesting that a more careful personal supervision may be 
exercised by principals over their clerks in relation to the taking ol 
affidavits, would have a very beneficial effect, 
Gray’s-inn, Jan. 10, A ComMissionER TO ADMINISTER OATHS, 





AN UNREPORTED DECISION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. 


Sir,—We conceive that it is always a loss, and something of a danger 
to the profession at large when any decision of one of the more dis- 
tinguished judges fails to attain the useful publicity of the reports. 

That this may not be so in the case to which we desire to call the 
attention of your readers, is the object of this letter. Our anxiety is the 
greater as the decision in question is not liable to review, and we venture 
to say that it nearly affects our brother solicitors, who may at any 
moment find themselves brought within the scope of its ruling. 

Shortly, then, the learned Commissioner who presides over the City of 
London Court, and to whose judgments and remarks on men and things 
you have from time to time had occasion to draw attention, decided a few 
days ago, in a case in which we were plaintiffs, that a managing clerk of 
of a solicitor has power to bind his principal by a verbal agreement as to 
costs, made by such clerk with a client of the principal, notwithstanding 
that he possesses no express authority to make any such agreement, and 
that such agreement is not at the time disclosed to the principal, and is 
never ratified by him. 

Comment is, we think, unnecessary on such a ruling, but it is to be 
regretted that it cannot be brought under the notice of the Supreme 
Court, to secure—as, considering its origin, it presumably would—the 
sanction and approval of two or more judges, and so become “a leading 
case.” 

Meanwhile solicitors who are liable to be brought within the jurisdic- 
tion of the learned Commissioner will doubtless take care that their clerks 
do not, if they can help it, make contracts with clients similar to the one 
above mentioned. 


Jan. 11. PLAINTIFFS IN PERSON, 





MESSRS. WOLSTENHOLME AND TURNER'S BOOK. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—In looking through this work several portions struck me as re- 
quiring a little explanation. 

The general forms given in the book include the ordinary covenant by 
a mortgagor to pay rent and perform lessec’s covenants, although, under 
section 7(1.) (D.) such a covenant is implied by the use of certain words, 
Why the covenant should be used (see the form of mortgage of lease- 
holds, p. 164) and the covenants for title be left to implication is not 
clear. 
The authors remark that in future the word ‘ convey” will probably 
be used as to both freeholds and leasebolds, and they generally adopt it 
in their forms, but it would seem for no other reason than that it appears 
in the forms contained in the schedules to the Act. The use of the 
word does not appear to be necessary in order to secure the covenante 
implied by section 7, the words “assign,” “appoint,” &c., 
being equally effective for the purpose (see section 2, V.); and the 
authors have, in fact, framed their form of mortgage before referred to 
80 a8 to get the benefit of the implied covenants for title by the use of 
the word “demise.” In other forms they use “ appoint and convey” (p- 
156), and“ convey and dispose of [or appoint)” (p. 156). One disadvantage 
of allowing the word “ convey ”’ to take the place of “ grant’ or ** assign” 
will be seen on reference te the conveyance of freeholds and leaseholds 
at p. 158, where, in the recital, the freeholds are referred to as “ the 
freehold hereditaments hereinafter mentioned and conveyed by the first 
witnessing part of these presents,” a style of reference which will hardly 
become general. Neither this form of conveyance nor that at p. 189 





follows very closely the language of form 3 in the 4th schedule. 
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Why. should the mortgagees in the form at p. 155 convey ‘‘ according 
to their estate as such,” and no such qualification be introduced into the 
form at p. 190? The use of such words has long been given up by the 
majority of draftemen, 

Some of the trusts (pp. 149 and 191) now read “ upon trust to, &c.,’ 
but the form for a settlement still retains itsancient shape—‘‘ upon trust 
that the said trustees, or the survivors, &c., shall” (p. 131). What 
necessity is there for this, and is there any advantage to be secured by 
using the old form for settlements and the new shorter form for wills ? 

The advancement clause is introduced by the words, “that in addition 
to the powers of maintenance, education, and accumulation given by 
statute to trustees’? (pp. 135 and 151). What advantage can accrue 
from the use of these words ? 

A Convzyanome Soxicrror. 





THE MARRIED WOMENS’ PROPERTY (SCOTLAND) ACT, 1881, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal, } 


Sir,—Allow me to correct a remark in your otherwise accurate and 
important article on this Act. You say that the law of Scotland knows 
nothing of the term “ personal estate,’ This is a mistake. It is used 
very frequently as synonymous with ‘‘ moveable estate.” As instances 
of such use, see the Confirmation and Probate Act, 1858, s. 3; the 
Intestate Widows’ and Children (Scotland) Act, 1875, s. 3; and the Small 
Testate Estates (Scotland) Act, 1876, s. 3. 

It is a great pity that the Lord Advocate allowed this Act to pass last 
session, seeing the English Bill consolidating the Married Womens’ Prop- 
erty Acts had to be withdrawn. There is no call for such piecemeal 
legislation. On the contrary, it is most desirable that the statute law on 
the subject, which only dates from 1870, should in both countries be on 
the same lines. Indeed, I cannot see why it should not be the same. 

The Scottish Club, Jan. 11. Joun GRAHAM. 

| We are much obliged by our correspondent’s correction of our remark 
as to Scotch law, and are glad to have the weight of his authority in 
Nye 4 our view of the operation of the statute referred to,— 
Ep. S, J. 





CATTLE LEVANT AND COUCHANT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 

Sir,—Could any of your readers refer me to an authority as to the 
meaning of cattle being “evant and couchant” in cases where there is a 
right of common for such cattle ? 

Carr v, Lambert (34 L. J, (N. 8.) Ex. 66) establishes that such cattle 
need not have eaten of any of the produce of the land drawing common ; 
but the question arises, Must the cattle have actually been on the 
commonable land before being put on the common? In other words, 
must the commoner give his cattle a night’s lodging on his own common- 
able close before putting them on the common? Such a requirement 
would seem a farce, but is it the law ? Lex. 


yy oe 





Sir R. Malins is very ill, but on Thursday evening he was reported to 
be somewhat better. 


The case of the French juryman, says the Daily News, who was accused of 
manifesting an opinion in the jury-box during the progress of a murder trial 
at the Assize Court of the Basses Pyrénées has been finally determined upon 
an appeal to the Court of Cassation, It appears that Madame Barko, the 
witness in question, having persistently denied certain facts, suddenly 
admitted their‘correctness ; upon which M, Sablé, one of the jurymen, being 
of an impulsive disposition, clapped his hands in token, as it appeared to the 
judge, of satisfaction. Thereupon, in pursuance of a provision of the Criminal 
Node, M. Sablé was desired to withdraw in the midst of the proceedings, and 
another juryman was ordered totake his place. The point raised was whether 
the action of the juryman constituted an “expression of opinion” within the 
meaning of the code. The Court of Cassation has decided this question in the 
negative, 


The death ig announced at Rome of the distinguished American jurist, 
Richard Henry Dana. Mr. Dana, says the Zimes, was the son of the late 
Mr. R, H, Dana, the American essayist and poet, and was born at 
Cambridge, Maesachusetts. Being obliged to leave Harvard College in 
1834 on account of ill-health, he undertook a voyage to California, 
which he described in his popniar book ‘Two Years before the Mast,”’ 
republished in an enlarged form in 1869 under the title “Two Years 
before the Mast and Twenty Years After.” Returning to college, he 
studied law and was admitted to the Boston bar in 1840. He acquired 
& special reputation in maritime law after the publication, in 1841, 
of his “Seaman’s Friend,” known in England as “The Seaman’s Manual,” 
containing a dictionary of nautical terms. In 1853 he became 9 member of 
the Massachusetts Legislature. He was one of the founders of the “ Free 
Soil Party,” and took a prominent part in the Republican moyement of 
1856. At the trial of Jefferson Davis be represented the Government. Hoe 
is the author of several important legal works, tho best known of which is 
his copiously annotated edition of Wheaton's “Tnternational Law.” One 
of the notes in this work, on the neutrality laws of Great Britain and the 
United States, was translated into Frenob for the use of the arbitravors at 
Geneva in 1872, 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


ee 


ComPany— WINDING UP-=JURISDICTION—-IzLEGAL AgsovlATION——U NaE- 
GISTERED AssOCIATION OF More rHan Twenty Mempers—Moroat Marine 
InsuraNcE Soctety—ComPantgs Act, 1862, ss. 4, 199.—In a case of Ju re 
The Padstow Total Loss and Collision Assurance Association, before the Court 
of Appeal on the 11th inst., the question arose whether the court has jurisdic- 
tion to make an order to wind up an unregistered partnership or association 
consisting of more than twenty members, which is formed for a purpose pro- 
hibited by section 4 of the Companies Act, 1862 ; and there was the further 
question whether an unregistered mutual marine insurance society, consisting 
ef more than twenty members, was within the prohibition of section 4. 
Section 4 provides that “no company, association, or partnership consiating of 
more than twenty persons, shall be formed after the commencement of this Act 
for the purpose of carrying on any other business (ite other than barking 
pacha att that has for its object the acquisition of gain by the company, 
association, or partnership, or by the individual members thereof, unless it is 
registered as a company under this Act, or is formed in pursuance of some 
other Act of Parliament, or of letters patent, or is a company engaged in 
working mines within, and subject to, the jurisdiction of the Stannaries.”” 
And section 199 proyides that any partnership, association, or company, 
except railway companies incorporated by Act of Parliament, consisting of 
more than seven members, and not registered under the Act, may be wound 
up under the Act. The company in the present case was an association of 
more than twenty members (not registered under the Act, and not in 
any way incorporated), formed, in 1867, for the purpose of carrying 
on the business of a mutual marine insurance society. The rales 
(which were indorsed on the policies issued by the agsociation and 
made part of them) provided that it should consist of owners and 
part-owners of vessels; that its affairs should be managed by a com- 
mittee of the members ; that on any vessel being entered in the i 
owner should immediately pay the sam of £1 per cent. on the amount 
insured as a deposit towards paying any loss that might happen, and five 
shillings per cent. towards a fand for incidental expenses, and the 
owner, on subscribing his name to the 1 document of the association, 
should become a member thereof, and be subject to its rules ; that 
should be insured in the association in any greater sum than £1 
amount should not in any case exceed three-fourths of the value of 
that in case any vessel belonging to the association should be 
wrecked, destroyed by fire or stranded, and thereby receive so 
as should induce the owner to abandon her to the association, and 
abandonment the owner might make when the actual damage don 
vessel should be satisfactorily shown to the commissioner to exceed 
cent. of her entered value, then the members, their heirs, executors, 
ministrators, generally and not jointly, each one for himself and n 
other, should, as often as the case should happen, pay the loser of 
the amount insured ia the association rateably and proportional! 
member according to his amount insured ; that in ease any vessel 
the association should ran down any other vessel, and the owner 
called on to make good the value of the vessel ran down, the associ 
either defend any action that might be brought agaiast the owner 
ning down vessel, and pay its proportion of costs and damages 
damages not to exceed the amount for which the vessel was 
association), or pay te the owner two-thirds of the sam 
vessel might be insured in the association ; and that, if 
contribution due from any member should not be recei 
insolvency, the loss should be borne by the members generall 
policies issued by the association were signed by the manager 
procuration of the several members. A vessel belonging to one 
members, and which had been insured ia the association, was lost. 
dispute srose as to his right to recover on his policy, and an agreem 
was entered into to refer the dispute to arbitration. The arbitrators made 
an award in his favour, and the agreement was made an order of the 
Qaeen’s Bench Division. The member had assi his Pi ander the 
policy for value, and his assignee brought an action for the amount of the 
award against the association, and recovered jadgment by default. He issued 
execution on the judgment, but without effect, and he then 
petition to wind up the association, which had caased to carry en its business 
and had closed its office. The petitioner stated that the association consisted 
of more than seven members, but did not state that it consisted of 
than twenty members, the petitioner, so far as appeared, being 
this fact. The petition was served at the old office of the 
and was advertised. When it came on for te the 28th 
1880, the association did not appear, and Malins, V.C., made a 
order. In November, 1881, a member, who had only just 
of the presentation of the petition and ef the making of 
order, gave notice of an appeal from the order, asking also 
appealing might be extended. The Court of Appeal (Jessen, 
Brett and Livouey, L.JJ.) extended the time and ae 
up order on the ground that there wag no jurisdiction to 
MR. said that the point as to the constitution of the association 
brought to the notice of the Vice-Chancellor, whose order was 
not in form, made ex parte. Ifthe court had ne jurisdiction 
order, still the proper mode of getting rid of it was by an appeal, 
which made it was competent to decide whether it urisdiction, 
order must be treated as a decision that it had jurisdiction, There 
fore, an error in the order, and an appeal from it would lie, And, 
circumstances, leave to appeal, notwithstanding the expiration 
twenty-one days limited by order 58 for 0 doing, “me 
given, If the association was one which uala 
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section 4, his lordship thought that both by the- authority of the 
decided cases (such as In re The Arthur Average Association, 23 W. RB. 
939, L. R.10 Ch. 542, and In re The South Wales and Atlantic Steamship 
Company, L. R. 2 Ch. D. 763), and on priinciple, no winding-up order 
could be made. Section 199 must apply to something which could be law- 
fally formed. If the formation of the association was prohibited by section 4, 
it was impossible that the Legislature should say that that which could not be 
fcrmed under section 4 should be wound up under section 199, with all the 
consequences which would follow from a winding-up order. It was clear that 
this association was formed for the purpose of carrying on business—the business 
of marine insurance ; though the object was not the acquisition of gain for 
the association as a whole, but the object was the acquisition of 
gain by the individual members. Each member paid a small sum 
with the view of obtaining a larger sum on the happening of 
an uncertain event. Was the sum the less a gain, because there 
happened, at the same time, to be a loss to the member who obtained it ? 
Because the loss of a vessel was the occasion of a claim, the payment of the 
claim was not the less a gain to the claimant. And, looking at the general 
scope of the Act, the object of the provision was that commercial associations 
should be registered, and it ought to be construed so as to carry out its object 
without too minute a criticism of the particular words. Brerr, L.J., said 
that, the order being one of a superior court, which had jurisdiction in certain 
cases to make a wioding-up order, if there was any error in it, it was an 
error in the particular case, and not an assumption of an unwarranted jurisdic- 
tion. The order could not, therefore, be treated as a nullity, but was the 
proper subject of an appeal. The ordinary rule, therefore, which governed 
the time within which an appeal must be brought, applied, but it was a case 
in which the court ought to exercise its power to enlarge the time. If section 
4 applied to the association the law could take no cognizance of it at all, and 
the absence of notice to the petitioner could make no difference. It might not 
be necessary to decide the latter point, because the petitioner, who claimed 
through a member who clearly had notice of the constitation of the association, 
could not stand in a better position than he did. If the association was one 
prohibited by section 4, his lordstip would not call it illegal, but its 
existence could not be recognized in any way by the law; it could 
not be said to have ever existed. It was not an association formed to 
carry on a business, the object of which was the acquisition of gain by the 
association itself. But the object was that, in consideration of the members 
insuring other members’ ships, their own ships should be insured in case of 
loss, The object of each individual member was that he should be indem- 
nified in case of the loss of his ship. Was that object the acquisition of 
gain? He lost his ship and got the insurance money from his brother 
associates. From the loss of the ship he got that which was a gain to himself, 
and this, his lordship thonght, fulfilled the meaning of section 4. No associa- 
tion, therefore, of which the law could take cognizance had existed, and no 
winding-up order could be made. His lordship added that in Smith v. 
Anderson (29 W. R. 21, L. R. 15 Ch. D. 281) he had expressed an inclination 
of opinion to the contrary, but after full argument he felt that that opinion 
could not be sustained. Linney, L.J., said that the question was whether a 
diversion of loss from the individual members was a gain to thea within the 
meaning of section 4. He thought the words were wide enough, and were 
intended to be wide enough, to include such a case. Then what was the con- 
sequence of the association not being registered ? The words of the section 
were imperative, and they meant that such an association, if unregistered, 
was illegal in this sense, that the law could not recognize its existence, except 
in a criminal court.—Soticrrors, Clarkson, Greenwell, § Wyles; G. E. 
Philbrick. 


OBITUARY. 


MR. EDWARD MATHER. 


Mr. Edward Mather, solicitor and notary (the head of the firm of Mather, 
Cockroft, & Mather), died at Newcastle-upon-Tyne on the 3lst ult. The 
deceased was theson of Mr. John Mather, of Newcastle. He was born in 
1513, and he was educated at the Grange School, Sunderland. He was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1841, and be was at the time of his death in partnership 
with Mr. Lonsdale Maving Cockroft (coroner for Newcastle and for the New- 
castle District of Northumberland), and with his son Mr. Philip Edward 
Mather, who was admitted a solicitor in 1872. Mr. Mather had a most 
extensive private practice, and he was a uctary public, and a perpetual 
commissioner for the counties of Durham aod Northumberland, and for the 
own of Newcastle-upon-Tyne. His death has cansed general regret. He was 
married to a daughter of the late Mr. Armstrong. 





MR. THOMAS DEWES. 


Mr. Thomas Dewes, solicitor (the head of the firm of Dewes, Son, & Wilks), 
died at Coventry on the 2rd inst., in his seventieth year. Mr. Dewes was bora in 
1812, and waa admitted a solicitor] in 1822, and had thus practised for nearly 
balfa century at Coventry. Hewas for many ycars associated in partnership 
with bis son, Mr. Thomas Hayes Dewes, who died in 1876, and with Mr. 
Montague Sargenson Wilks. He wasa perpetual commissioner for Warwick- 
shire, and he held several important appointments. Since 1866 he bad been 
coroner for the Northern Division of Warwickshire, and was also clerk to 
the Foleshili Board of Guardians and Assessment Committee, and superinten- 
dent registrar for the districts of Folestill and Coventry. Mr, Dewes took an 
active part in political and local business. He was for many years principal 
agent for the Conservative party at Coventry, and he bad been engaged as 
solicitor in several clection petitions. From 1647 till 1652 be wat in the 





Coventry Town Council as a representative of Spon-street Ward, and he wag 
also for along time churchwarden of St. Michael’s parish. At the Warwick. 
shire Quarter Sessions, on the 4th inst., the deputy-chairman (Mr. Sneyd 
Kynnersley) in charging the grand jury, expressed his regret at Mr. Dewes’s 
death, and spoke of the long and valuable services of the deceased in his 
capacity of county coroner. 





MR. THOMAS HUGH OLDMAN, 


Mr. Thomas Hugh Oldman, solicitor and notary (of the firm of Oldman & 
Iveson), of Gainsborough, died suddenly on the 11th inst. He had been engaged 
all day in professional business, and returned home in apparently good health, 
but soon after he had dined he fell out of his chair and died immediately. Mr, 
Oldman was born in 1832, and was admitted a solicitor in 1857. He carried 
on an extensive practice at Gainsborough, and he was solicitor for many of 
the leading county families in the district. He wasa perpetual commissioner 
for Lincolnshire and a notary public, and also coroner for the Kirton District 
of Lincolnshire, clerk tothe county magistrates at Gainsborough, and steward 
to the Scotton Inclosure Commissioners. He was in partnership with Mr, 
Alfred Iveson, who is deputy-coroner for the Kirton District. Mr. Oldman 
was also the chief Conservative agent for North Lincolnshire, and he materially 
aided in the return of Mr, Lowther at the recent election. His sudden death 
has caused a general feeling of sorrow in the neighbourhood. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


Tuesday, January 10.—Mr. E. G. Spiers in the chair.—Mr. D. Stewart 
Smith was elected a member. The secretary presented to the meeting his 
report of the proceedings of the society during the quarter which com- 
menced on the 25th of October and terminated on the 13th of December. 
By the report it appeared that during the quarter the society had held 
eight meetings which had been equally occupied with the discussion of 
legal and general subjects. Twenty-eight new members had been elected. 
The average attendance was 31, the highest number at any one meeting 
being 43, and the lowest 21. The average number of speakers was 9, and 
of voters 19. After some business had been disposed of, the society 
proceeded to discuss the recommendations contained in the report of the 
Legal Procedure Committee. (See Soricrrors’ JournaL, October 15, 1881). 
Mr. Montagu opened the debate disapproving of the report, and in the 
discussion which followed the recommendations were very unfavourably 
criticised. On a vote being taken at the conclusion of the debate, the 
opinion of the meeting proved to be unanimously against the recommenda- 
tions. 





UNIVERSITY OF LONDON. 
1882. 
Lu.B. EXAMINATION, 
Pass List. 
First Division. 
Bowen, Henry Storer, B.A.—Private study. 


Evang, John William, B.Sc.—University College and Lincoln’s-inn, 
Stable, Daniel Wintringham.—Private study. 


Second Division. 
Desai, Dolatray Surbhai.—Private study. 
Fraser, Arthur.—Private study. 
Greig, James William, B,A.—University College and Lincoln’s-inn. 
Gupta, Matilal.—Private study and University College. 
Harland, George Brighton.—Private study and tuition. 
Hart, Isaac John.—Private study, 
Iogpen, Arthur Robert.—Private study. 
Jones, Alfred Hawkins.—Owens College and private study. 
Jones, Joseph Birdsall, B.A.—Private study. 
Piper, John Edwio.—University College. 
—— Thomas Edward, M.A.—Trinity College, Cambridge, and Middle 
‘emple. 
Wateon, David Jonffroy.—Private study. 


INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION IN Laws. 
Pass List. 
First Division. 

Adler, Elkan Nathan, B.A.—University College. 
Brownson, Thomas, B.A.--Owens College and private study, 
Cheyne, Ernest, 3.A.—Private study and tuition, 
Clarke, Percy.—Private study. 
Evans, Richard Watson, B.A.—Owens College and private study, 
Goodwin, Frederick.—Private study. 
Hedley, Thomas. Private study. 
Lubbock, John Birkbeck.—Balliol College, Oxford. 
Maconachie, James Robert, B.A.—Private study, 
Morton, Alexander Edward.—Private study. 
Pemberton, Arthur.—Private study. 
Playne, Francis George.—Private study. 
Robertson, Lindessy Joho.—Private tuition. 
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Webb, William Fisher.—Private study. 
Wilberforce, Herbert William Wrangham.— University College. 


Second Division. 
Brown, Arthur Llewellyn Jonkyn, B.A.—Owens College and private study. 
Carnelley, William.—Private tuition. 
Clementson, Herbert.—Owens College and private reading. 
Hutchings, Thomas William Bishop.—Private study. 
Law, George.— University of Edinburgh. 
Marcus, Herman William.—Owens College and private reading. 
Muirhead, Francis Lauder.—St. John’s College, Cambridge. 
Paice, George Hayes.—Private study. 
Ritter, Frederick.—Private tuition. 
Scaife, John Harper.—Private study. 
Symmone, Israel Alexander.—University College. 
Wood, Arthur Francis.—Private tuition. 





LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. JoHN ALEXANDER SHEPHARD, solicitor, of Tredegar, has been ap- 
pointed Clerk to the Bedwellty Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, 
snd Rural Sanitary Authority, and Superintendent Registrar for the 
district. Mr, Shephard was admitted a solicitor in 1874. He is also clerk 
tothe Tredegar, Khymney, and Abertillery Local Boards. 


Mr. ALBERT Epwarps, solicitor, of Sidmouth and Ottery St. Mary, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Ottery Feeoffees’ Charity and Church Corpora- 
tion. Mr. Edwards was admitted a solicitor in 1863. 

Mr. Witt1aM Stevens, janior, solicitor and notary (of the firm of Stevens 
& Son), of Brighton, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicatare. 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomnt Stock ComMPANIEs. 
Lrw1tep In CHANCERY. 

Co-OpgRATIVE ForaGt Suppiy Association, Limitep.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Jan 3, directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on Jan 14. Beall and Co, Queen 
Victoria st, solicitors for the petitioner 

Marine Prers Company, Liairep.—Petition for winding up, presented Dec 19, directed 
to be heard before Chitty, J,on Jan14, Bannister, Basinghall st, solicitor for the 
petitioners 

Sonora Company, LimitEp.—Petition for winding up, presented Dec 29, directed to be 
heard before Chitty, J, on Jan 14. Sedgwick, New Broad st, solicitor for the peti- 
tioner 

Vron Cotitgry Company, Lrnitrp.—Petition for winding up, presented Jan 4, directed 
to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Jan 14. Kennedy and Co, Clement’s inn, Strand, 
agents for Jones, Wrexham, solicitor for the petitioner 

Wurrworth Park Granp Stanp Company, Limirrp.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Jan 2, directed to be heard before Hall, V.C., on Jan 13. Harvey and Co, 
Chancery-lane, agents for Marshall, Durham, solicitor for the petitioner 

[ Gazette, Jan. 6. 
STANNARIES OF CoRNWALL. 

PENHALE AMD Barton Unitsp Mines, Limirep.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Jan 3, directed to be heard before the Vice-Warden, at the Law Institution, Chancery- 
lane, on Jan 19 at 3. Affidavits intended to be used at the hearing, in opposition to 
the petition, must be filed at the Registrar’s Office, Truro, on or before Jan 16, and 
notice thereof must at the same time be given to the petitioners or their solicitor 
Paul, Truro, solicitor for the petitioners 

(Gazette, Jan. 10.} 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Cuancery Division —Orper or Court, 


Tuesday, the 10th day of January, 1882 
Whereas, the Hon, Sir Joseph William Chitty, one of the justices of the 
High Court of Justice attached to the Chancery Division of the said court, is 
about to proeeed on circuit, and whereas it has been represented to me that the 
state of the business now pending before the said judge is such that provision 
should be made for hearing and determining during his absence causes and 
matters which have been assigned to and are now pending in his court, I, the 
Right Hon. Roundell Baron Selborne, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, 
to therefore order, that all causes and matters which have been assigned to and 
are now pending before the said judge be for all purposes transferred until 
farther order, to the Hon. Sir Edward Ebenezer Kay, one of the justices of the 
High Court attached to the Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice, 
to be heard and disposed of by him so far and to such extent as he shall con- 
tider necessary or expedient. And this order is to be drawn up by the regis- 
trar, and set up in the several offices of the Chancery Division of the High 

Court of Justice, SeLporns, C, 


During the past yoar the number of applications for letters patent has been 
5,751, being an increase of 234 upon those of the year 1880. The records of 
the office show a steady and tolerably regular increase in the number of 
applications from the year 1862, when the Patent Law Amendment Act came 
into operation, down to the present time. 





CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 
Warrincton, Grorce, Bedford, Cattle Dealer. Jan 31. Mann v Warrington, Hall, 


V.C. Clare, Bedford 
Wuatety, Epwarp, Torquay, Devon, Surgeon. Jan 31. Whately v Whately, Hall 
[ Gazette, Jan. 6.] 


C. Hooper, Torquay 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


BEw.ey, Saran, Manchester. Jan 24. Slater and Turnbull, Manchester 

Brep, Isaac, Portman pl, Mile End, Gent. Feb 2. Shearman, Little Tower st 

Brrp, Joun, Brook green, Hammersmith. Feb1. Bowker and Co, Bedford row 

Biunt, Jonn, Whittlesey, Isle of Ely, Cambridge, Esq. April 1. Peed, Whittlesey 

CrarkE, James, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Grocer. Feb1. A. and W. Cowl, Lowestoft 

Crarxe, Katuerine, Cheltenham, Gloucester. Jan 31. Mallory, Cheltenham _ 

Corriz, VALENTINE Byrom, Ryde, Isle of Wight, Gent. Feb 1. Urry and Thirkell, 

de 

Dance, Cartes, Castle Inn, Battersea, Licensed Victualler. Feb 1. Corsellis, 
Wandsworth 

Drgtz, BERNARD, Coleman st. Feb9. Wansey and Bowen, Moorgate st 

Doxzson, Wi1tt1aM Josera, Allerton st, Hoxton. Jan7. Dobson, Hoxton st, Hoxton 

Fyrrs, Henry Stanton, South Australia, Storekeeper. Jan 30. Newbon and Co, 
Wardrobe pl, Doctor’s Commons : 

=: Henry LinpsEtt Hittoy, Piccadilly. Hooper and Co, Biggleswade, 

Ss 

Harvey, Martanne, Shardlow, Derby. Marl. Powell, Derby 

HupsweE.., Witui1am SHILLITo, Roundhay, near Leeds, Engineer. 
and Co, Leeds 5 

Lumpy, Epwarp Crostanp, Halifax, York, Welded Boiler Manufacturer. 
Foster and Co, Halifax 

McQuiny, Jony, Lees, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancashire, Gent. Jan 31. Clegg, Old- 

am 


Feb 20. 


April ll. Dunning 
Feb 1. 


Mrppieavest, Isapetia, Wigan. Jan 23. Scott and Ellis, Wigan 

Mrpp.Leuvrst, Rospert, Wigar, Gent. Jan 23. Scott and Ellis, Wigan 

Smertock, Ann, Great Durnford, Wilts. Feb 1. Wilson and Sons, Salisbury 

Swasey, Victoria Hewrrerta IsaspEtia, Edinburgh. Feb 28. Flavell and Bowman, 
Bedford row 

THACKER, THomMas Woop, Derby, Dealer in Musical Instruments. Mar 1. Powell, 
Derby 

THEROBALDS, Witt, St John’s villas, Putney, Surrey, Gent. Jan 31. Ellis and 
Ellis, Spring gardens, Westminster 

Vicxgrs, Bensamin RanpDatt, New Leeds, Leeds, Gent. Feb 20. Jones, Leeds - 

Wake, Cuagtorre Anna, Brighton. Jan3l. Webb and Co, Argyll st, Regent st 

(Gazette, Dec. 27.] 





COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. 2g V.0.Bacom, VC. Hane. 
Monday, Jan. .c...+.e.002 16 Mr. Jackson Mr. King Mr. Koe 
Tuesday ..cccccccccescoe 17 Cobby Merivale Clowes 
Wednesday.....ssseeees a Jackson King Koe 
TRMNOERY. se cccccs eccce Cobby Merivale Clowes 
Friday ccccccccces geae' ae Jackson King Koe 
Saturday......seseves oe Cobby Merivale Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Frr. Kay. Currrr. 
Monday, Jan........ eooee 16 Mr. Ward Mr. Farrer - Leach 
Pemberton Teesdale Latham 
ard Farrer Leach 
Pemberton Teesdale Latham 
Ward Farrer Leach 
Pemberton Teesdale Latham 








COURT OF APPEAL. 
List oF APPEALS FOR Hitary Srrtines, 1882. 
APPEALS FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION 
For Judgment. 

In re The Goods of Baroness Buseck ex pesto ay from Probate Division—heard 
sy —— inn by Master of Rolls Justices Baggallay, Brett, 
and Lindley 

In re Cross, decd Harston vy Tenison spp of pit from Mr Justice Fry—heard 
= 19 by the Lord Chief Justice, Lord Justice Baggallay, and Sir James 

annen 
For Hearing. 
1880. 
Samuel v Samuel app of plt M R—Jane7 
Emma Silver Mining Co limd v Grant app of deft M R—Aug 21 


Gt Eastern Ry Co v Norwich & Spalding Ry Co app of Midland & Bastern Ry 


Cos V C B—Feb ll 
Brown v Smart app of plt Fry, J—May 27 (abated by Bankraptey) 
— 18) Turner app of E. G. Turner Kay, J— 28 (Security ordered 
uly 
Great Eastern Ry Co v Norwich & Spalding Ry Co app of vec Nv 
Bennett v Hay app of deft Fry, J—June 3 (abated by ll ) a 
Otto v Linf app of pit VC B—June 13 
Giles v Williams app of plt M R—June 14 (part heard Dee 10 by Lords 
Justices Baggallay, Lush, and Lindley) % be ay “ by order) 
Denoon v Northway app of deft VC ane 25 (S. O. Mar 11) 
Tucker v Barker app of deft V C B—June 28 


omens eee app of E Bacon & anr from order on far concen V C H— 
wy 
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Bell v Stenteford app of plts Kay, J—July 30 (Security ordered Nov 9) 

Budd v Hitchins app of plts VC B—Anug1 (part heard Dec 3 by Master of 
Rolls and Lords Justices Baggallay and Lush) 

Brewer v Yorke app of deft C F Yorke and cross notice of plt ‘ry, J—Aug 5 

Festing v Ellery app of deft from order on furcon M R—Aug 5 

W Slack & Son, 1d vy Midland Ry Co app of defts Fry, J—Aug 9 

Snow v Bolton app of pits Fry, J—Aug 9 (Security ordered Nov 16) 

Sanders v Fox appof deft A Fox Kay, J—Aug9 

In ew decd Errington v Morewood app of Morewood and ors VOM 
—Aug 

In re Leathes, decd Leathes vy Leathes app of plt 

Wheeler v Le Marchant app of plt VC B—Aug 

In re Wilkinson, decd Wilkinson v Baird app of pit Fry, J—Aug 30 

Moir v Oppenheimer Oppenheimer vy Moir app of R M Moir V C B—Sept 28 
(abated by Bankruptcy) 

Thomas v Hounsell app of deft Fry, J—Sept 30 

Turner v Hancock app of defts ve B—Oct 21 (Security ordered Dec 14) 

Briggs vy Massey app of plt Fry, J—Oct 24 

Harlock v Ashberry app of deft Fry, J—Oct 27 (Security ordered Nov 23) 

=“ ye decd Thompson v Harris app of Henry Corson andanr Fry, 


Johnson v Gillam app of plt Fry, J—Oct 31 

Tangueray Willaume v u appof vendors Chitty, J—Nov 16 

eg - Exhibition of 1851 v Roval Horticultural Society app of plts 

TY, d—Nov 

In re City of Chester Benefit Building Society app of petnrs Chitty, J—Nov 24 

Harris v Fleming app of plt VC H—Dec 8 

Harris v Fleming app of Mathew Morton VC H—Dec 8 

Biscoe v Jackson app of Attorney-Gen VC H—Dec 15 

Browne v Fryer app of plt VC B—Dec 17 

In re The Haven Gold Mining Co ld appof French and anr V C B—Dec 20 
= 5 in the Paper on first day of Interlocutory Appeals in Hilary Sittings by 

er 

Eades v Starbuck Car and Wagon Co, limd app of pls Kay, J—Deo 21 

Snow v Bolton app of deft Yeatman Fry, J—Dec 21 

Errington v Met District Ry Co app of deft VC H—Dec 22 

In re Ringer and Thompson's Contract app of Thompson Fry, J—Dec 22 

In re Little, decd Mather v Roddy app of plt VC H—Dee 22 

In re The United Shepherd’s Wheal Rose, limd app of petitioner Speller Chitty, 


JI—Dec 23 
London and South-Western Ry Cov Gomm app of deft Kay, J—Dec 23 
From Orders made on sme * siotlens in the Chancery Division. 


1881. 
In re Liberia Coffee Co, limd app of Co M R—Aug9 (SO Nov 16) 
Winbush v Stephens app of deft V C B—Aug 25 (S O Jan 21) 
In re Horner’s Petition of Right app of C P Slagg Chitty, J—Dec 8 (to be in 
the paper as an appeal from the Master of Rolls by order) 
In re Padstow Total Loss and Collision Assurance Association app of C Bryant 
V C M—Dec 16 
In ad _ decd Burges v Crowdy app of Sir G S P Lawrence VC H— 


The General Share and Trust Co, limd v The Witley Brick and Pottery Co, limd 
appof VC H—Dec 19 

Fox v Bearblock app of deft E Bearblock Fry, J—Dec 20 

Truscott v Diamond Rock Boring Co, limd app of plt Chitty, J—Dec 20 

Biggs v Bree app of Harper and anr V C B—Dec 20 

The Vasa Murrhina Glass Co, limd v Hill app of plts VC H—Deo 22 

Mitchell y Walker app of deft Chitty, J—Dec 24 

Bustros v Butros app of deft S. Butros V C H—Dec 27 

The Credit Lyonnais London Agency v Jacobs, Marcus and Co app of defte 
Chitty, J—Dec 28 


1882. 
De Martano vy Mann spp of defte Attwater and anr from order dated Dec 16 
V C B—Jan 3 
In re The Working Men’s Mutual Society, limd 


V C H—Jan4 
Original Motions. 

Harris v Fleming applen of all defte other than Mztbew Morton, for security 
for costa of plts app from V C H 

Harris v aed applen of all defts other than Mathew Morton, for security for 
costs of deft Morton’s app from V C H 

De Martana v Mann applen of defts Attwater and anr for leave to appeal, from 
order of V C B, dated July 5 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
i Yomgank Oo + Tho Mayer enh Gaoainn of R 
oung v The Mayor Corporation of Royal Leamington Spa app 
of pits from of Justices Williams and Mathew on special case (hd Nov 
2i—present L J J Brett, Cotton and Lindicy) 
— 4 anr v Universal Marine Insurance ~ app f plts from Mr. Justice 
referring to arbitrator to ascertain damages Dec 10—present M R 
and LJ J Brett end Cotton) o( Dat 


Fry J—Aug 10 
19 


app of official liquidator 


For Hearing. 
1880, 
In re Charles M Roche, gentn. one & app of Mr Roche from order of Lord 
Coleridge, LC J, and Mr. Justice Grove—April 27 


1861, 
The Law Society of the United Kingdom v Shaw and anr of defts fr 
judgt of Mr Justice Grove at trial in Middlesex had on 


Hi v eat aad of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at trial in 


Fleming v The yor &e of Manchester argument of rule nisi for new trial 
gramted by Court of Appeal on application of deft (set down with final appls by 


order) 
Fleming v The ox &e of Manchester of deft from j 

> é + app eft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Wen of E: South Wales District 


Bank v Gid of deft f 

j ist ot peeeeee pine an8 Cove on epesial case—May a” is Biss 
v ow an of defte ir udgt of M 

Grove at im Middlesex jemi” on hei. 





— 


Hallett & Co v Lumsden app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at tril 
June 13 

Wilkinson andanr v Coulson app of deft Coulson from judgt of Baron Pollock at 
trial at Newcastle June 16 : . : 

The Earl of Dartmouth v Mundy app of deft from judgt of Justices Field and 
Stephen on special case June 23 

The Board of Works of the Hackney District v The Great Kastern Ry (Co 
(QB Crown side) app of Hackney Board from judgtof Lord Coleridge, L C J, 
and Mr Justice Manisty on app from Inferior Court June 25 

Worsley Bros v London, Brighton, and South Coast Ry Co app of plts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Field at trial June 28 

MacGillivray v West of England Fire and Life Insurance Co, limd app of plt 
from judgt of Baron Huddleston at trial at Westminster July 1 

York Trams Co, limd, v Willows app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew 
at trial at Westminster July 7 

Ide and anr v Crichton app of deft from judgt of Baron Pollock at trial in London 
—July 7 

Suffell 4 Governor and Co of the Bank of England app of defts from judgt 
of Lord Coleridge, L C J, at trialin London July I6 ; 

Whitecross Wire and Iron Co limd v Savill and ors app of defts from judgt 
of Baron Pollock at trial in London July 12 

Newton and Co v Sanders Bros app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Lopes at 
trial at Westminster July 12 . 

Hill v Sansom and anr app of pit from judgt of Baron Pollock at trial at West- 
minster July 15 

Berlin Phosphate Sewage and Manure Co limd v Combe and anr app of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Denman at trial in London July 21 

Harris v Truman, Hanbury and Co app of pltf from Justices Field, Manisty and 
Bowen, directing entry of judgt for deft with costs July 22 

Reffell vy Fowell app of pltf from judgt of Lord Coleridge, L C J, at trial at 
Kingston July 26 

The Prison Commissioners v Clerk of the Peace for Middlesex “pp of deft from 
judgment of Lord Coleridge, L C J, at trial at Westminster July 26 

Saxby and anr v Gloucester Wagon Co, limd app of pits from judgt of Lord Cole- 
ridge L C J, and Justices Manisty, Field, and Bowen upon findings and report 
of official referee July 30 

Negus v Forster app of pit from judgt of Baron Huddleston at trial at West- 
minster Aug 6 

Turner andanr v Furness Ry Co app of pits from judgtof L J Bramwell at 
trial at Liverpool Aug 10 

Ashdown v Ingamells app of deft from judgt of Sir H Hawkins at trial Aug 12 

Johnson v Wilson appof pit from Justices Williams and Cave dismissing app from 
Mr Justice Cave setting aside order for judgment Sept 19 

Gantes Bros. & Co v Leyland & Co and ors app of dfts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Field, directing non-suit with costs Oct 12 

Quilter v Mapleson app of dft from judgt of Lord Coleridge, LC J, at Weat- 
minster without ajury Oct 24 

Silcock v Farmer app of dft from judgt of Lord Justice Bramwell at trial Oct 25 

Shaw v Earl of Jersey app of plt from ord of Justices Lopes and Rtapheo on sp 
ce June 23 (Transferred from Interlocutory List to rhs race by order) 

Jones v Gt Western Ry Co app of plt from judgt of Sir H Hawkins at trial at 
Westminster Oct 31 

Burke v Rooney app of dft from judgt of Justices Field and North on spe 
Nov 9 

North Staffordshire Ry Co v Peake app of pits from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew 
at trial Nov 11 

Zuccani v Sinclair app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Stephen on fur con at 
Westminster Nov 29 

Jenkins v Jones app of plt from judgt of Baron Pollock on fur con Nov 29 

Thomas v Connell app of pit from judgt of Baron Pollock at trial—Nov 30 

Tyrell v Henville, clerk app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lopes at trl—Dec 1 

Davenport v Kendrick op deft from judgt of Justices Field and Cave upon 
report of official referee—Dec 1 

Neilson v James app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Stephen—Deo 2 

‘Thompson v Swann app of pit from judgt of Justices Field and Cave—Dec 7 

London and County Banking Co v Wilkinson app of deft from judgt of Mr. 
Justice Williams at trial at Westminster—Dec 9 

Brown v Great Western Ry Co app of defts from judgt of Justices Field and 
North—Dec 14 

Stimson v Moon app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Denman, Baron Huddles- 
ton and Sir H Hawkins—Dec 17 

Boby v Davenport app of defts from judgt of Baron Pollock at trial—Deo 17 

Watson & Co. v Moss Bay Hematite lron and Steel Co, limd app of plts from 
judgt of non-suit by L CU J at trial—Dec 22 

Cory & Sons v Burr app of pits from judgt of Justices Field and Cave on special 
case—Dec 24 

Clack v Wood app of pit from judgt 4 Ng Justice North at trial—Dec 31 


Merry v Clay app of plt from Mr Justice Denman and Baron Huddleston setting 
aside judgt—Jan 3 

Pope v fhe Wanzer Sewing Machine Co, limd app of plts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Stephen at trial—Jan 3 


From Orders made on Interlocutory othiae in the Queen’s Bench Division. 
1 


May v Head and ors app of plt from Baron Pollock and Mr Justice Stephen dis- 
missing motn to set aside judgt—June 13 

Logan v The Gt Northern and London and North-Western Committee app of 
pits from interlocutory judgt of Justices Field and Cave on special case stated 
under ord 34, r 1—Nov 23 

Thompson v Farrer argument of rule nisi for new trial granted by Court of 


fe, pened uA 

The London and County Banking Co, limd v Card app of plts from rule nisi dis 
charged by Mr Justice Denman, Baron Huddleston and Sir H Hawkins—Nov 24 

Wyatt v Partridge app of deft from rule nisi discharged by Mr Justice Denman, 

aron Huddleston and Sir H Hawkins—-Nov 26 

The Queen v Wimbledon Local Board ((JB—Crown Side) app of prosecutor from 
rule ms peniomms discharged by Mr Justice Denman and Sir H Hawkins, with 
conte—Nov 

The Railway Regulation Acts, 1873 In re An Application of T N Foster & Rh G 
Foster against the Gt Western Ry Co app of Gt Western Ry Co from 
of Justices Field, Manisty, and Bowon to stay taxation of cowte—Deo 1 
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Mayor, &c, of Portemouth v Smith and ors app of deft from order of Mr Justice 
ield allowing demr to statement of defence Mayor, &c, of Portsmouth v 

Moody app of deft from order of Mr Justice Field allowing demr to statement 
of defence—Dec 1 : s 

Sargant > — app of deft from judgt of Justices Field and Cave on special 
case—Dec 

Clarke v Bradlaugh app of plt from order of Mr Justice Denman and Sir H 
Hawkins for new trial—action tried by Mr Justice Grove—Dee 13 

Eaton v Higginson app of defts from rule nisi discharged by Mr. Justice Den- 
man, Baron Huddleston and Sir H Hawkins—action tried at Liverpool by Lord 
Chief Justice—Deo 15 

Leage v Higgins app of deft from rule nisi discharged by Mr Justice Denman 
and Sir H Hawkine—Dec 16 

Hughes v Jones (Thomas, claimant) app of deft from Mr Justice Denman and 
Baron Huddleston refusing trial of interpleader issue—Dac 20 

Hicks v Faulkner app of plt from rale nisi discharged by Baron Huddleston and 
‘Sir H Hawkins—Dec 21 

Hamlyn y Meux Meux v Hamlyn app of pit in Ist act from refusal of Justices 
Field and Cave to restrain delivery of grains to ors than plt—Dee 23 

Kitchen v Mycock app of plts from judgt of Justices Field and Cave on special 
case stated in action—Dec 23 

Fergusson v Davison “pp of plt from Justices Field and Cave dismissing app 
from Baron Pollock—Deo 24 

Brown v North app of pit from Justices Field and Cave reversing order for stay 
of pone until soonsity Cg aly 24 

Matthews v Weddell app of plt from fioding of L © J upon issue as to balance 
of proceeds of shares—Dec 24 

Few and anr v Hodges “pp of deft from Justice Denman, Baron Huddleston and 
Sir H Hawkins, refusing leave to defend—Dec 30 


1882. 
Percival vy Hughes app of deft from rule nisi discharged by L C J and Justices 
Manisty and Bowen—Jan 2 
Johneon v Menzies app of pit from order of Justices Field and Cave—Jan 4 


Original Motioa. 

Christopher & anr v United Kingdom Electric Telegraph Co, limd app (from 
rule nisi for new trial discharged by Justices Lopes and Stephen) dismissed 
Nov 23, by Lords Justices Brett, Cotton, and Lindley applcn of plts for rehear- 
ing of appeal 


FROM PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
Admiralty. 
1881. 

Ship Marina (Liverpool District ac C F Cregreen v R Alexander and anr 
app of defts from judgt of Sir R J Phillimore—April 25 

Ships Odeesa and Marton (cons actns) Owners of the Murton v Owners of the 
Odessa Norwood and ors v Owners of the Murton app of Owners of the 
Murton from jadgt of Sir R J Phillimore with assessors—May 3 

Ships Gertrude and Carbon (cons actns) Owners of Carbon v Van Ommeren and 
vrs Dawson aud ors v Owners of Carbon and freight app of Owners of Ger- 
trude from judgt of Sir R J Phillimore with asse:sors—J une 8 

Ship Farnley Hall (salvage) Laws, Surtees and Co v Owners of Farnley Hall 
app of pits from judgt of Sir R J Phillimore with assessors—Aug 9 

Ship Gaetano and Maria McAndrew and Co v Owners of Gaetano and Maria 
her cargo and freight app of pits from juvgt of Sir R J Phillimore—Nov 23 


Divorce. 
Selina McAlpin (petur) v John McAlpin (resp) app of petnr from trial decreo 
of the President for Judicial Separation and Allowance—Oct 19 
Admiralty. 
Ship Vandyck Owners of Storm Cock and ors v Owners of Vandyck and Cargo 
app of defts from judgt of Sir R J Phillimore with assessors—Dec 7 


Probate. 

In re the Goods of Gunstan, decd Blake v Blake (W Gunstan and ors inter- 
vening) app of W W Gunstan one of interveners from judgt of the President 
refusing probate—Deo 19 

Admiralty. 


Ship Vandalia Owners of the Cimbria and ors v Owners of The Vandalia her 
cargo = freight app of defts from interlocutory order of Sir R J Phillimore 
—Dec 

Divorce. 


18§2. 

Agnes C Stigand v William Stigand app of Agnes C Stigand from interlocutory 

pa of the President as to eamiody of children—Jan 2 

N.B.—The Admiralty appea)s will be taken with the Queen’s Bench Appeals at 
Westminster. The assessor cases on special days to be appointed by the court. 
The non-assessor cases will come into the list for hearing in the order of date of 
setting down. The Probate and Divorce Appeals will be taken with the Chancery 
Appeals at Lincoln’s Inn. 


FROM THE LONDON BANKRUPTCY COURT. 


In ro Heard Ex parte Heard (8 0) 
In re Keardon Ex parte Barrow (8S 0) 
In re Dale Ex parte Maston 

In re Fussell Ex parte Harding 

In re Wood Ex parte Horrocks 

In re Palmer Ex parte Richdale 

In re Cowburn Ex parte Frith 

In re Pooley Kx parte Holt 

In re Ottaway Ex parte Child 

In re Planque Ex parte Foulkes 


N.B.—The above list contains final and interlocutory appeals set down to 
Thursday, January 5th, inolusive. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. Oliver v Wa ont, ee 
CHANCERY DIVISION. Transferred from the M.R., by Order of 
List or Cavszs ror HILARY SITr1NGs, 14, 1881, 
Warner v Mosses act, oroas examn 
Starkey vy Blank aot wits 
Kirkman vy Prescott act wits 
In Rawlings Rawlings v Philips act 


882, 
Before Vice-Chancellor Bacon, 
Causes for Tria], 
Rolls v Isaacs act 


Bannister v Tomkins act, wits 
Matthias v Yetts act, wits 
In re Benton Smith v Smith spe & 


mf 

In re Wilkinson Moore v Wilkinson fc 

Schilizzi v Webster act, wits 

Ionides v Webster act, wits 

In re Shaw’s Estate Heath v Figgins 
far con 

Transferred from Chitty, J., pursuant to 

Order dated November 10, 1881. 

In re Werderman’s Electric Light 
Patent act, wits, pt hd 

Gt Western Ry Co v The Met Ry Co 

In re the Western District Bank, ld, & 
Co.’s Acts act, wits 

Carroway v Brisoomb act & mf j wits 

Snowdon v Richardson act wits 

Taylor v Peel act, wits 

Gray v Dixon issue for trial, wits 

Corbett v Bowers act, wits 

In re Hall, decd Watmough v Snaith 
act, wits 

Monarch Investment Bldg Soc v Peace 
act, wits 

Whitfield v Newquay Local Board, 
Cornwall act, wits 

Smith v North Staffordshire Ry Co 

Carpenter v Stevens act, wits 

Griffiths v The Silicate Paint Co act, 
wits 

In re Featherstonhaugh, decd Bailey v 
Featherstonhaugh m fj 

In re Harrowsmith, decd Clayton v 
Brogden m fj 

Crawshay v Crawshay act & m fj 

Parker v Turner act 

In re Glen, deed Cook v Doncaster act 

In re Medcalf, deed Clifford y Morrison 
act 

Lever v Bath act wits 

Bradley v Tindal act wits 

Hextall v Harvey act wits 

In re Walker, deed Anderson v Pickard 


act 

In re Russell, decd Russell v Chell 
question of law 

May v Thompson act wits 

Clarke v Fox act wits 

Butler v Butler act wits 

Indemnity Fire Office limd vy Cousins 
act wits 

Bowen v Fraser aot & m for judgt wits 

Buss v Richardson act & m for jndgt 


wits 
Wilson v Lavington act wits 
Prowse v Marks act wits 
In re Trobridge, decd Cooper v Pethick 


m fj 

Wooler v North Eastern Ry Co act wits 

Macon v Kimber act wits 

New London & Brazilian Bank v Brock- 
lebank act 

James v James fo 

Press v Reeve act wits 

Grey v Burn act wits 

Marsh v Chambers m f j 

In re Taylor, decd, Jones vy Edwards 
act wits 

Thomas v Foster act wits 

Bird v Johns act wits 

Watts v Millburn act wits 

Jennings v Mason act & sums 

Shirley v Fisher act wits 

Ransome v Graham act wits 

In re Smith, Bennion vy Brindley f 

Brown v Sanders act 

In re Wallace, Wallace v Wallace fo 

In re Maynard, Maynard v Maynard f c 
and 2 sums 

In re Milne, Milne v Gandy fo 

In re Rainford, Rain’ v Rainford 


act 

Batler v Butler f o & sums 

In re Phillips, Rllerton v Hughes act 
wits 

In re Nowill, Buckley vy Nowill fo 

In re Williams, Williams y Sirattoa 
act 

Harrison y Skidmore f ¢ 

In re Oliver, Jarman y Salkeld f o 

Wilson v Turner aot 

In + Wroath vy Pascoe act & 
m 

In re Tickner, Mudd v Tickner act 

In re Stutters, Clark v Forsey f 0 

Samuel vy Bluck aot 

Serrao v Noel act wits 

Finch vy Goutiere fo 

Hirst v Orme m for j (short) 

In re Whittaker, Whittaker vy Whit- 





taker act wits 





In re Woodhead, Cadman v Carr fc 

a Tots Shepherd v Ramsay act 
short 

Willan v Gt Northera Ry Co act wits 

In ra Langlois, Webb v Baker act 


Before Vice-Chancellor HALt, 

Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Bulteel v Grepe act & mf j 

Waite v Bingley act 

Kirk y Todd act 

Leigh v Rathbone act & mf judgt 

In re Anglo-Franch tive So- 
ciety Expte Liquidator adjd sumus 

Parker v Greaves act 

Jones v Ellis act 

The Credit Co v Association of Land 
Finances act 

Ball v Bertram act 

Bally Dawson act 

Young v White act 

Motion v King act 

Butcher vy Stephenson act 

Schofield v Clegg act 

Collies v Forman act 

Coleman v Kircaldy act 

The Devon & Ry v Jewell act wits 

Marley v Stephenson act 

Roes v Semple act 

Semple v Ross act 

Marley v Jacques act 

National Provincial Bank, limd, v 
Evans m for j 

Rollings y London Scottish & Society 

t 


ac 
Watson vy Harward act andm f j 
Kobi v Robi t 


ac! 
InrePryer Pryer v Pryer act 
Window v Abbott act - 
In re Mutton Muttony Mutton act 
Jones v Ball act 
Jones v Jeffceyes act 
Williams v Brisco act 
In re Luckie, Dixon v Luckie act ~ 
Uppleby v Horberry act & mf j 
Hills v Reeves act 
Williams v Price act 
Hawkes v Holland act 
La Fargue v Miles act 
Gregory v Seston act 
Roche v Roche act 
Grover v Robinson act 
Kuliger v Bail act 
Williams v Willi act 
Hodges v Newport act 
Adams v Madox act 
Hickman vy Say act &mfj 
Warren v Le Marchant act 
Kaowles v Clark act 
Davies v Davies act 
In re Rewcastle, Nicholson vy Thompson 


act 

In re Turner Turner v Barwell act 
In re Buxton, Farmer vy Buxton act 
Huat v Thomas act 

In re Hours, Hours v Farndall ect 
In re Walcott, Henderson v Liddell ast 
In re Bennett, Icke vy Podmore act 
eg. lefieid act 

Wi v Pearson act 
Stead v Moss act 
Clement v Hanson act 
Woodgate v Thomson sot 

oyna Abe ve a 

n re Sterry, v Paddon act 
Tebb v Edwards ext 
Jackson v Clark act 

Foster v Legge act (not before Feb 15) 
pal 90 an fs 

a ly a Halifax act 
Ni yee 

in vo Dente ection 
n re ton, 
Baylies v Hewkley act 
Foster v Gates act 





v Denton act 


act 

Garry v aot 

France ¥ C act 

Cwilt v Brisco act 
Anucell vy Younger & Co act 

The Anglo-Universal Bank v Baton 


act 
Clark v Evans aot 
Smetser vy Charles aot 


Ffrench v Painter dem 
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Farther Considerations. 

In re Lambert Lyusv Saffery fc 

In re Eagle Newman v Pensam fc 

In re Welstead Welstead v Holt fc 

Butler v Cubitt fc 

In re Wood Woodv Rhodes fc 

Bonner v Ayliff fc 

In re Wilks Child v Bulmer fc 

In re Wilson Hensmanv Clark fc 

In re Crocker Crocker v Green fe 

In re Van Orlich De Berends vy Mur- 
doch fe 

Jagger v Gray fo 

Ryanv Gray fo 

In re Walker WalkervSmith fc & 
sumns (not before Jan 12) 

In re Rhodes Bush v Rhodes fc 

In re Abrahams Dearlove v Holmes 
fc (short) 

Fieldus v Fieldus f c 

~e Hepburn, decd Carlill v Smith 


c 

In re Bayley, decd Watts v Bayley fc 

In re Horne,decd Horne vy Horne fc 

Horne v Horne fe 

Inre Alveson Albeson v Street fc 
Causes for trial (without witnesses). 

The Tea Cov Carter act 

Heron Maxwell v Stopford Blair adjd 


sums 

Heron Maxwell v Stopford Blair adj 
sumns 

Spedding v Dyks act &m fj 


In re Wood Clatton vy Wood act &m fj | 


Courtnay v Bennett act 

In re The Land Credit Co. 1d. 
sums 

Forbes v Jackson spc & mfj 

Nichols v Mitford spc 

Vosper v Holmes act 

The Scottish Widows Fund v Craig 


m fj 

Barrett v Barreft m f j 

Irving v Smyth m f j 

In re Le Petit Goodall v Le Petit 

Inre Saxon Saxonv Taylor mf j 

In re Paul Morris v Saweard m f j 

Williams v Wijliams act 

Higgins & Hitechman, &c adjd sumns 

In re Michelmore Michelmore v Bow- 
den act &mfj 

Attwood v Bloomer act 

Inre Lamb Bailesv Lamb mf j 

In re Gold Co of Southern India, 1d 
adjd sums 

Killick vy Gray act &m f j 

Whit 1, nv Whit hy. nD sp c 

West v Rashleigh act 

Holland & London Land Co, & adjd 


sums 

In re Caballero’s Estate Leshley v 
Smith adjd sums 

In re Kynaston Kynaston v Seddon act 

In re Burnet Burnet v Burnet adjd 


sums 
In re City of London, &c, Asen adjd 
sums 


In re Woods Cowley v Ault act 

Stewart v Thompson adjd sumns 

In re Hall Parkinson v Hall act 

In re British Guardian Life Assurance 
Co, &c adjd sums 

In re the Commercial Bank, 1d &c adjd 


sums 
Inre W & J Garforth, & ad sums 


adjd 


act 





1n re Humpbrey Humphrey v Hum- | 


phrey ad sums 
_— “To Gregory v Olderahaw act 
m fj 
Wooldriege v Wooldridge act 
Lovell vy Kemp ad sums 
Beaven v Tod-Heatly act 
Longley v Gurney m fj 
Alexander vy Constable act 
Inre Watkin Pricev Palmer mf j 
In re Lambe Herbert v Lambe act & 


m f j 

Batler v Watson m fj 

Ryderv Avent act &mfj 

Harding vy Wyndham act 

In = Brown v Cooper ep c & 
m fj 

In re Swanzy Mottramv Swanzy act 

Woolven v Morey m fj 

Macdonald v Paterson act 

Ashburner v Preston act 

Petar v Larley m fj 


In re Aldi Aldin Aldin 
act & = igs ax = 


In re Boord Barley v Boord m fj 
In re 8 Colliery Co, 1d” adj 
sume 


Bannerman v Young sc &m fj 

Manchester, &c, Banking Co v Wrigley 
adj sumns 

Holland v Eyles mfj 

Morton v Archer act 

Hopkins v Tate act 

Cullam v Morris sc 

Inre Braithwaite Braithwaite v Wallis 
act & m fj 

In re Reid Dent v Philp act &m fj 

Worseldine v Thuey act 

Thomas-Peter vy Oxenham m fj 

Brown v Pearson act 

In re Cross Cross v Cuturi sc 

Southend Water Co v Ulton mfj 

In re Dawson Dawson v Sprinks m f j 

Green to Kiogton and V and P Act 
arj sums 

Carter v Dempsey m fj 

Angus v McLachlan m fj 

Malcolm v Worcester Skating Rink Co 


mfj 

In re Rhodes, Wroe v Rhodes m fj 

In re Merrett, Merrett v Merrett act 

In re Cornwall Micerals Ry Co, & 
adj sums 

In re Farness Iron and Steel Co, & 
adj sums 

In re Delahoyde, Davies v Delahoyde 
m f j (short) 

Gibbs v Haydon act 

Mardon v Mardon act (short) 

In re Kay, Littlehales v Lightfot act 

Attorney-General v Acton Local Board 
act 

Collom v Hockly m fj (short) 

Sherley v Hall act 

In re Love, Hill v Spurgeon m fj 

Kidson v Hudson m fj 

The Perpetual Investment Building Co 
v Gillespie mfj (short) 


Before Mr. Justice Fry. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Thomas v Prosser act (for trial only) 

Hale v Earl de la Warr act (for trial 
onl 

Chanpitt v Paine act (for trial only) 

Hedley v Eccl Commrs act (for trial 
only) 

Seddon v Bank of Bolton act wits (for 
trial only) 

Price v Torrens act 

Wallis v Smith act 

James v Blaiberg act 

Burdett v Howell act 

Briggs v Mason act 

Phillips v Jones act 

Lawrencs vy Nottingham, &c. Trams 
Co act 

In re Baxter Bsxter v Baxter act 

West of England, &. Bank v Hankey 
act & m f j 

Smith v Meux act 

In re Phosphate Manure Co. (ex pte 
Hartmont) mot 

Kemp v Beliyse act 

West of England, &c, Bank v Batchelor 
act & m fj 

Kettlewell v Wateon act & m fj 

Balls v Rowley act 

Stutcbbury v Walker act 

Milton v Kemp 

In re Brown Tyasv Brown act 

Gilbert v Bagot act 

Newby v St George act 

| Mason v Biggs 

| Hurat v Hurst act 

| Speakman v Speakman act 

| In re Preston Billson v Gilbert act 

| Roke v Beard act 

| In re Mason Rokev Beard act 

| Lander v Lander act 

| In re Searle Killick v Seyfang act 

| Barber v Blaiberg act 

| Becke v Bouney act 

| Hall vy Owen act 

| Jones v Davies act 

| Parkes v Clemson act 

| Symons v Milkern act & mf j 

| Whitehouse v Kerr act 
Parker v Wells act 

| Culverhouse v Iles act 

| Wright v Simmons act 

| Harter vy Colman act 

| Penley v Couzens act 

| Burial Board of Egremont v Egremont 

| Tron Ore Co acts 

| Parnell y Waltham Holy Cross Local 

| Board act 

Wright v Davie act 

Barker vy James act & mf j 








Scott, Bart v Padwick act 

Merteus v Davis act 

Graves v Bishop act 

Robinson v Robison act 

In re Gosden Gosden v Gosden act 

Limb v The Heize Local Board ac: 

Wells v Hurty act 

Webb v Halle act 

In re Colbourn Rollason v Colbourn 
act 

Mann v Tylor act 

Inre Daly Dalyv Daly act 

Lytton v Humbert act 

Leighton v Humphreys act 

In re Worssam Hemery v Worssam 


act 
National Temperance, &c., Co v Miles 
t 


ac’ 
Hakewill v Picard act 

Morley v Clifford act 

Newby v Mason act 

City of Wells Coffee Tavern Co v Wilkins 


act 
1n re Lucy Robbins Robbins v Mortimer 
act 


Small v Metropolitan Ry Co act 
Causes for Trial (without witnesses) 
and Further Considerations. 

Porter v Walker dem 

Wilson v De Coulon act 

Covey v Tennant fc 

Loosemore v Tiverton, &3, Ry act 

In re Hayward Creery v Lingwood fc 
In re Pillinger Pillinger vHay act 
In re Trubshaw Trubshaw v Gardaer 


c 
Patching v Bull fc 
Grant v Stuart fe 
Serjeant v Dear fe 
Gartside v Silkstone, &c, Co act 
Collins v Dingley fc 
In re Standen Meadows v Vinall fe 
In re Dover Baldock v Martin fc 
In re Tyson Robinson v Tyson fe 
Inman v Francis m fj 
In re Potter Potter v Potter act & 
m f j (short) 
Darrant v Burgess fc 
In re Little Hoadly v Little fe 
In re Dobson Dobson vHussy m f j 
(short) 
Maybury v Dear m f j (short) 
Southsea Dairy Co v Heloy act 
Robinson v Local Board of Barnet 8s 6 
Lacey v Boult act (short) 


Before Mr. Justice Kay. 
Causes for trial. 
Westinghouse v Midland Ry Co act, 
wits—Fry, J 
Monat v Wilson act, wits—V C H 


Transferred from Mr. Justice Chitty, 
pursuant to Order dated 14th Sep- 
tember, 1881. 

Verminck v Edwards act, wits 

Flachfield vy Wetzlar act, wits 

In re Elmsall Elmsail v Edmonds 
act, wits 

Hobbs v Midland Ry Co act, wits 

Nicoll v Evans act, wits 

Lewis v Flavar act, wits 

Blois v Southwold Ry Co act, wits 

Cole v Powell Powellv Cole act, wits 

In re Digby Digby v Digby aot, wits 

Learoyd v Tibbetts act, wits 

Teevan v Teevan act, wits, & m fj 

Brenner v Satton act, wits 

In re Sharpe Sharpe v Sharpe act, 
wits 

Benham v Irvine act, wits 

Whitehead v Charlesworth act, wits 

McGill v Collingridge act, wits 

White v Foat act, wits 

In re Shorey Shorey v Jones act, wits 

Whitaker v Baldwin act, wita 

Thargood v Oakman act, wits 

Booth vy Rhodes act, wits 

In re Cotterell Woods v Cotterell 
act, wits 

Wordin v Evans act, wits 

Nelson v Wood act, wits 

Jones v Owen act wits 

Mandy v Duke of Rutland act wits 

Inre Ewing Ewing v Ewing act wits 

Reynolds, Bros v Williams act wits 

In re Martin, Howarth v Smith act wits 

Large v Bradley act wits 

Briggs v Deighton act wits 

Richardson v Local Board of Broad- 
stairs act wits 

Francis v Hayward act wits 


Batchelor v Gilbert act wits 








May v Churchill act wits 

Martin v Bolland act wits 

In re Benson Powers v Murrey 
act, wits 

Brookfield v Bd of Health for Wors- 
brough act wits 

Moore v Bennett act wits 

Pellas v Gerli act wits 

Semple v Stahlscmidt act wits 

In re Kennedy Tyser v Jackson act 
wits 

Gibb v Gt Southern Mysore Gold 
Mining Co act wits 

Mumby v Downing act wits and m f j 

Taylor v Thompson act wits 

Shepard v Jones act wits 

Robarts v Mayor & Commonalty and 
Citizens of London act wits 

Iugram v Metropolitan Ry Co act wita 
N.8B.—During circuit the basiness of 

Mr Justice Kay’s court will be taken by 

Mr Justice Manisty, at the Ro!ls Court, 

Chancery-lane, in the usual order as set 

forth in the Sittings Paper 


Before Mr. Justice CHITTY. 

Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 

Deacon v Dolby mf j 

Dolby v Deacon act (restored upon cer- 
tificate of official referee) 

Le Blond v Curtis act 

ln re Brasier, decd, Brasier v Partridge 
act (cross examtn on affidavits) 

In re Calvert, decd Manners v Baxter 
act (after Feb 15) 

Lovetus v Newton act (Birmingham) 

Prince v Bonsall Local Board of Health 


act 
Price v Smith act 
Pearson v Bailey act 
Sparrow v Cutts act 
Callum v Hobbs act 
Inre Hobbs, decd. Hobbs v Cullum 


act 

Eldridge v Davis act 

Kitwood v Worth act & m fj 

Johnasson v Palgrave act 

Churchill v Jonnasson act 

Moore v Hearn act 

Smith v Darlow adjd sumns with cross 
exmn on affidavits by order 

Bennett v Harris act 

Forwood v Staunton, Tranter & Co 
act (Liverpool) 

Peacock v Sinclair act (Liverpool) 

Skipworth v Sayle act 

Io re Fretwell, decd Bower v Beresford 
act & m fj 

Hoole v Brown act 

Holloway v Cheston act 

Klinker v Newton act 

Nichols v Nichols act 

Vint v Hudspith (1880—V—046) act 
Vint v Hudspith (1880—V—047) act 

Lumb v Mackerell act 

Clark v Liebmann act 

Vicary v Stroud act 

Moore v Robson Binks v Moore act 


& m fj 

In re Eltiot, decd Hardy v Elliot act 

In re Morant, decd Morant v Manson 
act 

Thomas v Palin act 

Masson v Sheffield aot 

London & North-Western Ry Co v 
Keighley act 

Conolan v Leyland act (Liverpool) 

Carradus v Parker act (cross exam on 
affidavits 

Stevenson v Hooper ad sums with wits 
by order 

In re Carriage Co-operative Supply As- 
sociation motn with wits by order 

Hutchins v Butler motn to be treated 
as trial of act with wits by order 

In re J. Reed pet with wits by order 

Moody v Phipps act 

Eyre v Stanley act 

Fishburn v Smith act 

Gardner v White act 

Brockhill v Elphick act 

Ware vL. B. & §.C. Ry. Co. act 

Evershed v Evershed act 

Harwood v Whincop actand mf j 

London & Provincial Traders Whole- 
salo Stores, limd v City Syndicate, 
limd act 

In re William Hall, decd Hall v Hall 
act 

Dale v Purnell act é 

White v Willoughby act &mfj 
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Reutér v Revillion act 
in . Cowper, decd, Souchon v Cowper 


hy . ; Unsworth, decd, Unsworth v Uns- 
worth act 

Warner v Jacobs act 

Tod-Heatly v Newton act 

Moneell v Brooks act 

Plumptre v Blaxland act 

Brill v Maple act& m fj 

Bolding v Baylis act 

Crennell v Dickinson act, 2020 

Crennell v Dickinson act, 2021 

Dolling v National Arms and Armoury 
Co, Imd act and m fj 

Midland Ry Co v Seabwent Brick 
and Tile Co, Jmd act (cross examn 
on affidavits) 

Thomas v Pierce act 

In re Gosling, decd, Gosling v Maris 

¢ 


ac’ 

Lindsay v Graham act 

Winwood v Gwynne _ act 

Attorney-General v Knight act 

Moore v Willett act 

Thomas v Thomas act 

Wigzinton v Hayes act 

Smith v Lovick act 

In re Hulme, decd Hu'me v Rumsey 
act & m f j 

Jackson v Marsland act 

Plymton Mining & i oe Co limd v 
Wilkins act & mfj 

King v Ashwin act 

Wigg v Meeking act 

Wallis v Wigg act 

Leeming v Angier act 

In re Hodgson, ded Hodgton v Williams 
act 

Coxv James act 

Grady v Cox act 

In re Braunvell, decd Booth v Brooke 
act 

Andrew v Lindsay act 

Yeomans v Martin act 

Moorhouse v Woolfe act 

In re Defries, decd Nordon v Levy 
act 

Evans v Ward act 

Higgins v Carnochan act & mfj 

Budd v Trower act & mf j 

In re James Truman, decd _— v 
Truman adj sums 

Sheppard v Hoveil adj sums 

Howard v Naylor act 

Austin v Bird act 

Fuller v Sergeant act 

Lancelotte v Foster act 

af ” Finnigan, decd Finnigan v Taylor 


Maynard v Marks act In re ram, 
decd Speight v Grant act & mf j 

Chawner v McLean act 

Taylor v Johnson act 

Holroyde v Garnett act & m fj 

In re De la Motte, decd De la Motte v 
Turner act 

In re mi decd Boynton v Tidy 
act & m 

In re Hy. Taylor's Estate Taylor v 
Taylor (Hodgson’s claim) adj sumns 
cross-examn 

Bown v Bayliss act 

Bowen v Weichel act & m fj 

Jones v Blow act 

Jackson v Winnifrith 

Bennock v Bartlett mtn by liqdtr for 
payment by manager who claims set- 
off, with witnesses by order 

Betjemann v Howe act 

O’Bryen v O’Bryen act 

“ = Denoon, decd Denoon v Denoon 


Yorkshire Banking Co, ld, v Mason act 
Loxley v Norman act 
Ulrici v Met Ry Co act 
Todd v Thornton act 
Further Considerations. 
Ferrior v Evans f c 
In re Bush, decd Copeman v Bush fc 
& sumne to vary 
Harris v Hall fo 
In re Thackeray, decd Holoombe v Packe 


fo 

Burrard v Calisher f © after official 
referee’s report 

DunnvDunn fo 

Demurrers, 

Inre W P Basham, decd Basham v 
Basham dem of defta E J Mortlock & 
anr to statement of claim 








Bidder v McClean hei of deft McClean 
to statement of claim 

Inre Parton, decd Townsend v Parton 
dem of Nevill Jourdain to statement 
of claim 

Causes for Trial (without Liang ste 

In re J B Palmer’s applen (Trade 
Marks Acta) adjd sumns pt hd 

In re The Wilhelms Quelle Co, limd 
motn to rectify yor by order 

Robinson v Drakes 

In re Jno Vaughan’s Eetate Armstrong 
v Purvis adjd sumns 

Sanderson v Cape act 

Pickering v Smith act & mfj 

Henty v Wrey act 

In re Bancroft, decd Baker v Buxton 
act 

In re Louisa Maunder, decd Emmott 
v Tench act 

In re Henry Ellis, decd Davies v Ellis 
adj sums 

In re Cleggeti’s estate adj sums 

Day v Allen act 

Bowling v Hudson act and m fj 

Bowling v Rodwell act and m fj 

In re Oak Pits Colliery Co, lima adjd 
sumns 

Cutkbert v Robinson act 

In re Hudson, decd Hudson v Hudson 
spc and m fj 

In re Andrew, decd Andrew v Nicholls 


act 

In re Liverpool & London Guarantee & 
Accident Insce Co (Gallagher & ors 
case) adj sums 

Meller v Carr adj sums 

Tucker v Linger adj sums of Tucker 
to set aside O R’s report 

Tucker v Linger adj sums of Linger to 
confirm report 

Att-Gen v Moises adj sums 

Law v Garrett adj sumns 

In re Stevenson, decd Stevenson v 
Stevenson act 

Marks v Norreys adj sums 

In re Stow’s Estate Stow v Kidner adj 
sums 

In re Wainwright adj sums 

Cripps v Wood act &mf j 

Stubbsv Jones mfj 

In re Rossmore, decd Fell v Hamilton 
act & mf j 

Beaton v Worthy act 

In re Noden, decd Ry Benevolent In- 
stitution v Bragg spe &mfj 

In re The New Amicable Life Assurance 
Association (Dubois’ case) adj sums 

In re Same Association (Richard’s case) 
adj sums 

In re Megaw, decd Megaw v Megaw 
spe &mfj 

Gardner v Healy act & m fj 

In re Kirkman, decd Clifton v Schofield 


m fj 

In re Bridges and McRae’s Contract & 
V &P Act adj sums 

In re The Anglo-Peruvian Bank adj 
sums 

Poncione v Smith act 

Harvey v Harvey * fj (short) 

Bescoby v Burn mf j 

Jordan v rs mpl - 

Dixon v Mason 

In re Slack, decd “Slack v Slack m fj 

In re The Liverpool and London 
Guarantee and Accident Insce Co, ld 
adj sumns 

In re London and Provincial Traders’ 
Wholera’e Stores, 1d adj sumns 

In re Owen Roberts’s Estate adj sumns 

In re Garthwaite adj sumns 

Eccuis v Alsing act 

Ritchie v Kynaston m fj (short) 

Meyers v Oldaker act 

Clowser v Morton m fj (short) 

Duke v Vanderbergh mf j 

Brinkmann v Hioks m fj (short) 

Emanuel College v Midland Ry Co act 

In re Sanders, decd Savill v Fastnedge 
act (short) 

Charles v Jones mf j 

Stones v Whitehead m fj 

Ecol Commrs for England v South 
m f j (short) 

In re ? Weatherhead, decd Allison v 
Moody act 

Brown v MoCowan act 

In re H W Parker a*j sums 

In y ey Barlow, decd Turner v Barlow sp 
o&mt 


Nordon ¥ Kordon act 





Camp v Conder act N.B.—During the absence of Mr. 

Catherwood v Direct Fish Supply Asso- | Justice Chitty on circuit, the business of 
ciation ld act his lordship’s court will be 

Turner v Turner m fj (short) with by Mr. Justice Kay, in his lord- 

London & County Land & Building Land | ship’s own court at Lincoln’s-inn, and 
- ge v Estates Association limd | will be taken in the ia order as set 

forth in the sittings paper 
Lionas Banking Co v Macalister act N.B.—The above List contains Canses 
York Union Banking Co v Reynolds ad — to Wednesday, January 4th, 
ve. 





mtyj 
Cooke v Hayes act 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
QuEEN’s Bencu Drvision. 
MIDDLESEX.—HILARY SITTING, 1882. 


This list contains all actions entered in the Queen’s Bench Division, in which notice 
of trial has been given, and also all actions in the Chancery Division, in which notice 
has been given of trial before a judge and jury; up to and including 13th January, 1992. 

The actions which have been entered but for various reasons are at present not ready 
for trial are omitted from this list. Such of them as become ready during the present 
sitting will be inserted as nearly as possible in their original positions. 

When actions are settled out of court the solicitors concerned are particularly 
to withdraw the pleadings, as great expense and uncertainty are occasioned to the 
suitors in other causes by the maintenance in the list of actions not intended for trial. 


LIST OF ACTIONS FOR TRIAL. 


1 Harris (W Ley) v Macdonald (F W Mount) SJ 

2 Hussey (Gasquet and M) v Muspratt (A D Michael) 

3 Robertson (W B Abbott) v Baynton (Nutt and S) 

4 Powis and Co (Combe and W) v Lake and Co (W H Bennett) 

5 Sangster (O Vernéde) v Freeman (Hicklin and W) 

6 Lambert and ors (S A Beck) v Sxottowe (Johnston and H) SJ 
7 Couisins and anr (T R Apps) v Whittome (Mott and D) 

8 Williams and anr (A E Williams) v Simon (E Maniere) 

9 Tilden (T Southgate) v Wallis (J S Fowler and Co) 

10 Reid (Dubois and R) v Runtz (Debenham) 

11 Chase and ors (J and M Pontifex) v Young (A Young) 

12 The Vestry of Paddington (J H Hortin) v The Great Western Ry oS (R R Nelson) 

13 Payne (H H Poole) v Great Northern Ry Co (Nelson, B and N) 

14 Wiener and Co (Lindo and Co) v Fuchs, Martin, Dyce and Co, rd parties (W A 
Crump and Son) 

15 Tippins (G Crafter) v Budden (Stollard and W) 

16 Redmond (Wontner and Sons) + Gamble (Lewis and L) 

17 Cuyas (Tilleard and Co) v MacAndrew (Kearsey, Sonand H) SJ 

18 Gregory and Co (Lambert, P and H) v The Countess of Perth (W H Smith) 

19 Corbet (A Cayley) v Baldock (C O Humphreys and Son) SJ Z 

20 Sandeman (C and S Harrison and Co) v Harrison and ors (W Rawlins) 

21 O'Keefe (H Pook and Son) v Bellord (J 8 Lickorish) 

22 London and S-Western 8k ld (Vallance and V) v Grice (Croninand R) SJ 

23 Gange (Lewis and Lewis) v Commissioners of Works (Hare and Fell) SJ 

24 Barton (J Pearman) v Walker and ors (C Rogers, Sons and Co ; Duncan, Warren and 
Co) 

25 Same (Same) v Burgess and ors (C Rogers, Sons and Co) 

26 Same (Same) v Denyer and ors (s ame) 

27 Real and Personal Advance Co ld (E Kinns) v Phillipson (J W Proudfoot) 

28 Howard (Gowing and Co) v Stroud Water Co (R Ballard) SJ 

29 Aldin (Bolton, S and Co) v Moore (W Sweetland) 

30 Perry (CG Grueber) v W right (W A Downing) 

31 Plowman (Saxelby and F) v London, Brighton and $8 C Ry Co (Norton, R and Co) 
SJ 

32 Kinnaird and ors (Burrows and B) vy Adams (E Smith and Co) 

33 = arce (Lyne and H) v Landore Siemens Steel Co ld (Phelps and W) SJ 

34 Vanderby! (Tahourdins and H) v Diinki (Guillaume and Sons) 

35 Sharkey (H E Brown and B) v Ilen Valley Ry Co (Randall and A) 

36 RA Mudi eand Sons (Botterell and R) v Aste, Son and Kerchwalk (Plews and Co) 

37 Griffin (J C E Weigall) v Seelie (Stoneham and L) 

38 Berkeley (W and J Gibson) v Snell (Hopgood, - Co) SJ 

39 Byrne (Carter and B) v Cooper (Heath, P and 

40 Richardson (W F Stokes) v Ad Hall Coal aa Brick Co - —_ and Q) 

41 Macgregor (Vallance and V) v Villiers Spelter Co limd (R White) 

42 Arundell and anr (Horns and M) v Bignell (Curtis and B) a 

43 Same (Same) v Same (Same) SJ 

44 Rutter (Yorke and W) v Procter (A Diggles) 

45 Kerridge (TR Apps) v Fraser (Taylor and W) 

46 Field (Hicks and A) v Cain and anr (Nash and F) 

47 Bird (Bowker, P, B and Co) v Wadey (R Jones and Co) 

48 Henderson (RJ Mac arthur) v Heritage (F Heritage and Co SJ 

49 Emery (E Johnson) v Philips and aur (J M Maddox ; J 8 Ward) 

50 Smith and ors (Learoyd and Co) v Pertwee (Vi allance and Vv) 

51 Smith (R Wastell) v Ferrier (Walters, D and W) 

5la Cramer, Bender and Co (M Hawkins) v Lee and anr (Greenfield and A) 

52 The Consolidated Credit and Mortgage Corporation limd (G@ J and P Vanderpump) ry 
Bradbury (R G Chipperfield) 

53 The Union Bank of London (Lyne and H) v Sonnenburg (Lewis and L) 

54 Verity and anr (W Moon) v Smith and anr (Mayhew, S and W) 

55 Ward (Flegg and Son) v Pole-Carew (Lewis and 

56 Evans (Clarke, W and R) v Sea (R Davies) 

57 Prentis (Willoughby and W) v Stacey (Farlow and J) 

58 Worthington and Co (W H Armstrong) v Webb (K Johnson) 

59 Caleutt (Fallows and B) v Ross and ors (Lewis and L) 

60 Chittenden and anr (J Raven and Co) v Graham (Goodhart and M) 

61 Titterton (W A Downing) v Cooper (Keen and R) 

62 Humphreys (Cooper and Co) v Worth (Marchant, P and H) 

63 Blaiberg (Moresby- White and Co) v The London and Westminster Loan and 
Discount Co limd (G J and P V: anderpump) without jury 

64 Chaplin (Boxall and B) v Dean (H @ Smallman) without jury 

65 Almeida and Co (R Chandler) v Barrett and Co (Coode, K and C) 

66 Harmer, Pearson and Sons (Janson, C and P) v Monk and Wife (H May) 

67 Samuda Bros (Johnsons, U, B and A) v Gadban and anr (C A Bannister) SJ 

68 Bull (S R Glyn) v Cook (Bell, Band G) without jury 

69 The Queen (Cann and Son) v Inhabitants of the County of Surrey (F F Smallpeice) 

70 Stoffell (W Crook) v Billups (Cunliffe, B and D) 

71 O'Connor (Rooks and Uo) v Singer Manufacturing Co (J N Mason) 

72 Hogan (Hogan and H) v Devon Manganese Mining Co limd (Porter and §) 

73 Clark (F Heritage and Co) v Williams — and A) 

74 The Anglo-Maltese Hydraulic Dock Co limd (Gedge, K, Mand M) v Cope and ors and 
The Kast Coast [ron Steamship Insurance Association (Shum and Oo; Ingledew 
andI) SJ 

75 Tattershall (Rooke and Sons) v Barnshaw (Ridsdale, C and R) 

76 Angus (C O Humphreys and Son) v Bannister and Son (Hamlin and G@) SJ 

77 Flower and ors (W and J Flower and N) ¥ Sadler (C Harcourt) 

78 Dilke and ors (W J Titley) ¥ Dilke (S Whitehead) 

79 Cockburn (W and A R Ford) v Cockburn (Brown and Ww) 

80 Hughes (White, Borrett and Co) y Scott (Cramp and W) 
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81 Diggins (R Voss) v Crowden and ant (Robinson, P and 8) 

82 Bailey (A 0 Lewis) v Salomons (Lewis and L) F 

Harris and Wife (Johnston and H) v Macartney and Wife (A C Spaull) 

84 Bannister (E Johnson) v Bannister (H W Christmas) 

85 Pa right and ant (Boyce and R) 
86 Millar (Seaton and T) v Faulkes (Swann and Co) 

87 Griffiths (Robins and C) v Fletcher and ors (Parkers) SJ 

88 Rendell (W W Nicholson) v Bird (Shepheard and Sons) 

89 Gibbs and anr (G@ F Hudson ; Matthews and Co) v Thomas (Lewis and L) 
90 Chambers (G Blagden) v Lowther (In Person) 
91 Young (Batty and W) v Watts (N White) 
92 Gye and ors, executors, &c (J P Sweetland) v Maurel (G Sand H Brandon) 8&J 
93 Hussey (W Maynard) v Martin (C R S Hooper) 
94 Wehrfritz (R Chapman) v Green (Peckham and Co) 
95 Damon (Brighten, P and N) v Usher (RC Chapman) __ 
96 Lindsey and Wife (Stones, M and 8) v Elliott (C F B Birchall) 
97 Groom and anr (8 F Weall) v Gibbs (Brook and C 
98 Davis (Carr, Son and T) v Davis (G@ M Wetherfield) 
99 Ffolliott (R Biale) y Bond (H _W Davie) 
100 Harris (A Proudfoot) v Quick (W H Hudson) 
101 Heatly (Last and Sons) v Hall (W Merrie} 
102 Pelsall Coal and Iron Co ld (Burton, Y, H and B) v Bloomer (Andrew, Wood and @) 
103 Studholme (F R Coote) v Godden (Wilkinson and H 
104 Lafargue and Co (W Tatham and Son) v Pinder (Collyer-Bristow and Co) 
105 Brown (W Ma: d) v Kerfoot (R J Jackson) 
106 Lee (Lee and @) v Barrett (Helder, R and ®) 
107 Thomas (J C Button and Co) v Harper (C W T Yielding) 
108 Gould (C F Emmott) v Downes (Wills and W) 
109 Williams (Pawle and F) v Mercier — andL) SJ 
110 Corry (Parkers) v Holder (H R B Bruxner) 
111 Middleton (Pawle and F) v Birch and Wife (Cunliffe, B and Co) 
112 Morgan (J C Button and Co) v Gordon and Co (F Stanley) 
113 Batt (W J Myatt) v Lowther (Jas Davis) 
114 Page (T W Payne) v Willoughby i T Ricketts) 
115 Davis and Son (A S Jonas) v Ind (Duncan, Warrenand G) SJ 
116 Foxley (H W Davie) v Watts and Fletcher (W Canwarden, Christopher and Son) 
117 Corsham Bath Stone Co limd (E W Owles) v Tilney and Herridge tHoward and S) 
118 Jackson (R C Green) v Marwood (Cowlard and C) 
119 Chipp (Lake, B and L) v Castle (W E Goatley) without jury 
120 Moulton (Digby and J) v Hodgson (T Johnson) 
121 Gibbons (H Rumney) v Gardner (J Tickle) 
122 Rubery and anr (O Vernede) v Paterson (Rexworthy and Co) 
123 Guest (Parnell and W) v Manning (W J Foster) 
124 Edwards (Chapple, W and C) v Robinson (Collyer-Bristow and Co) SJ 
125 Selous ‘Thomson and W) v Davey and ar (Reep, Lane and Co) 
126 Roche (W Hicks and A) v Brown (Weed and W) 
127 Snelling (E J Sydney and Son) v Smith (Kaye and Co) 
128 Farmer (George Johnson) v Nazarkiewich and Co (Barnard and Co) 
129 Lalande (F W Mount) v Claridge (Cunliffe B and D) 8J 
130 Arundell and Jones (Horns and M) v Williams ¥ Hicks and Arnold) 
131 Jaques (R Davies) v Blaiberg and anr (G F M White ; G T Claxton) 
132 Crossley (Burton, Y, H and B) v Gorham : Band G) SJ 
133 Ridley and anr (White, Borrett and Co) v Fuge and ors (J H Johnston; WO 

Reader; Greenand W) 8J 

134 Hussey (Gasquet and M) v Dobbins (G B B Norman) 
135 Dobbins (G B B Norman) v Htissey (Gasquet and M) 
136 Lancaster (W H Herbert) v The South-Eastern Ry Co (W R Stevens) SJ 
137 Burridge (J Fraser) v Vivian (G Rose-Innes and Sons) 
138 Mason (P Good) v Dinn (In Person) 
139 Burnell (Stones, M and 8) vy Woolnough (Noon and C) 
140 Yetts (Bradford and Co) v Horrocks (Brooks, J and Co) 
141 Bullen a Kenrick) v Dart (Peacock and G) 
142 Culver (G 8 Hare) v Walton (W Walton) 
143 Reed (Noon and Co) v Vandeau (Mason and E) 
144 Bradwell (G B B Norman) v Kilmorey (J M Maddox 
145 Maffett and ors (W W Wynne and Son) v Wakefield 
146 Eaton (D Wade) v Walter (J Mandale 
147 Wright (Godden and Hare) v Fruiphreye (Cooper and Co) 
148 Everest (G 8 Hare) v Thorpe (J T Moss 
149 Conybeare (Hores and P) v Yates and ors (Lewis and L) SJ 
150 Lilley (W Arnold) v Garnér (Morris, Prockter and A) 8J 
151 Shotbolt (G B Howard) v Elliott (rwvior, H and T) 
152 Davis (Vallance and V) v Boocock —— and Co) 
153 Swaine (Elwes and 8) v Fenner (E Doyle and Sons) 
154 Masters (Cooper and Co) v Pigott (Woodbridge and Sons) 
155 Holdsworth and Co (Haigh and A) v Dugey (Kingsford and Co) 
156 Devenish (C Mallam) v Tubb and Manders (G Thompson ; Rees, D and Co) 
157 Went (C Fitch) v Death (Hacon and T) 
158 Lloyd (T Johnson) v Mansbridge (J H Hortin) 
159 Okell (Chinery, A and C) v Elderton (Argles and A) 
160 Sargent (Ewart, J and H) v Baker (Johnson, B and J) 
161 Cortonwood Colliery Co (Cooke, C and 8) v Canning and Moffat (P Collings) 
162 Davies (A Willis) v Dalby (E Kennedy) 
163 Bourke ‘Eldred and Co) v Tuffnell (Paterson, 8 and B) 
164 Chipp (Lake, B and L) v Castle (W E Goatley) without jury 
165 Farmiloe and ors (E Draper) v Wagener (F 7 Day) without jury 
166 Tafft (T C Ruséel) v Conrath (Stones, M atid 8) 
167 Turner (W W Rees; Davies and Co) v Farlow (Taylor, Hand T) 8J 
168 Clark (Plunkett and L) v Easterbrook and ors (G Lucas) 
169 Barnard and wife (Talbot and T) ¢ Patch (J Laidman) 
170 Bird (Ashurst, M and Co) v Harfield (Hollams, Son and C 
171 Hurst and Co (Foord and E) v Bushell (Crowder, A and V) 
172 Chanter (B Hallett) v Gatti (Fladgate and Co 
173 Cramer and Co (G 8 and H Brandon) v Harris (L Barnett) 
174 Latimer (Duffield and B) v Hansard (Walker,M andCo) 8J 
175 Wilson (E Kenned A) v Ford (J P Godfrey) 
176 Willoughby, Bros th Clift) v Green (Simpson and P) 

77 Champion (W G Slack) v Calverley (W 
178 Meleague (Crowder, A and V) v Treel 
179 EAwards (W Edwards) vy Shearman { eene, M and B ithout jury 
180 Edmondson (G Blagden) v Tomkin (Gregory, R and Co) 
181 Coe (W Crook) v Kast and West India Dock Co Gremect and W) 8 
182 Sellars Sperket and PLY Monninger (Smiles and Co) 
183 Brown (J C Hyett) ¥ Eldridge and anr (Wellborne and oo} 
1% Bray (Pattison, Wigg and Co) y Hutchings (Radford and } 
185 Kimpton (Alsop, M and Co) y Loveridge and ors (Cann anf Son) Withont jury 
186 Woolven (Layton, Son and L) v Cooke, Baines and Co (Lewis and Whitbourne) 
187 How and anr exors (G C Lea) v Riddlesdell (W A Downing) 
198 Leage aud ant (W Brewer) v Vanderville and ors (Poncioné and L) §J 
189 Hensman (Langdale and T) vy Mumford (Speechley, M and Co) 
1%) Frankenham (M Scott and Baker) v Joel ct W Rossiter) 
191 Watson (H P Richards) v Brooker, adronr, &c, and anr (A Ashley) 
ise Rorvwright (Jourdain) v Della Torre (W Patton 
1 hapitean (Lewis and L) Growe and Wife (Ingram, H and C 
19% Elam (W A Downing) v Griffiths & Hope ‘ ) 
15s Gorwil ‘a BE rd) ¥ Ht es oe, a twine cant 

0 a WG: v Hayne, exor, ittin Bob 

197 Lacas # A Cole) v Kirkaldy (Kee Yo B) ” ’ 
19 Mears (Piankets aud L) v Poster (A @ Ditton) 


Johnson and H) 


8J 


E Goatley) 
(J E Fox ana Co 





199 The Queen (Waterhouse and W) v Cadle (Wilkins, B and F) 

200 Short (Schultz and Son) v Noel (J M Maddox) : P 

201 Hamason (Gregory, R and Co) v Woodhead (Venn and Son) without jury 

202 Hudson (Savidge and 8) v Latta and Co (Vernon and Co) 

203 Liquidators of the Carlisle Horse Clothing and Saddlery Co limd (J R Tindale) 
Rymill (Keene, M and B) 

204 Baldwin (Dubois and R) v Norman (A R Oldman) 

205 Lovering (Rooks and Co) v Jones (RC Mason) P 

206 London and Scottish Permanent Benefit Building Society (Chorley, C and 0) 
Mason (In Person) 

207 Same (Same) v Cressall (W W -e 5 

208 Akers (F Jand GJ Brakenridge) v Hall (W Eley) 

209 Chaytor (Robinson and H) v Farrant (F W Smith) 

210 Goring (‘I Johnson) v Gt Western Ry Co (R R Nelson) 

211 Cole (R Carter) v Terrell (In Person) 

212 Hills and Son (Sandon, K and K) v Cockle (Raven and Co) 

213 Hemsted (Kingsford, D and Co) v Wilkerson (Scott, Jarmain, and Co) 

214 Bentinck (@ S and H Brandon) v Batters (G J Batters) 

215 Goldhill (Noon and C) v Brown (W Maynard , 

216 British Mutual Investment Co limd (Barnard and Co) v Hopkins (O Vernede) 

217 Sadgrove (Foord and E) v Henderson (Crowdy, Son, and T) SJ 

218 Storry an Person) v Honywood (Sandilands, A and Co) 

219 Milton (Piesse and Son) v Edwards (Emmett and Co) SJ 

220 Pertwee ie M Cridge) v Gush and Phillips (In Person) 

221 Webster (Russell, Son and 8) v Priddle (J P Biggenden) without jury 

222 Palliser (Same) v Cowlin and anr (F Kent) 

223 Rowell (Porter and 8) v Appleby and anr (Pearce and Sons) 

224 Hamsher (Jno Davis) v Naden (C E Goldring) 

225 Davis and Son (Thompson, Son and B) v Bamberger (Kimber and Co) 

226 Lion Brewery Cold (Nash and F) v Adams (Preston and Co) 

227 Lawrence (H J Liggins) v Lord Townshend (Day and C) 

228 Simpson (J E 8 King) v Smith (R Voss) 

229 Lefever (W T Reeve) v Evans (W H Hudson) without jury 

230 Jones (Donnithorne and E) v Burn (Burn and G) SJ 

231 Matthew (Miller and M) v Benjamin (Heath, P and B) A 

232 Briton Ferry Coai and Pottery Co ld (Hacon and T) v Blou’ and Co (W Philp 
without jury 

233 Blumden (Wright and L) v Levey (G M Cooke) 

234 Jervoies (G E Kaye and aM Cammell (Lewis and L) : 

235 Humphreys and anr (C O Humphreys and Son) v Pulbrook (In Person) without 


jury 
236 Parry (J A Parry) v Davies (Crosse and Sons) 
237 Mendoza (Indermaur and Co) v Hartmont (G Serrell) 
238 Willis (Munton and M) v Smith (In Petson) 
239 Simmons (A_Abrahams and Co) v Greaves (Pearpoint and Sons) 8J 
240 Da Silva (J Emmannel and Co) v Smith (In Person) 
241 Vickers (F W Snell and G) v New Callao limd (L Davis) 
242 Bowden (W H Armstrong) v Turner (H M Ody) 
243 Gold Co of Southern Indian ld (C P Greenhill) v Wingrove (H C Barker) 
244 Gold (Plunkett and L) v Daniels (J S Waterhouse) 

(To be continued.) 





In the Court of Appeal on Wednesday, the Master of the Rolls said,— 
Before commencing the business of the day, I think it right to express the 
grief which we all feel at the death during the last vacation of our esteemed 
colleague, Lord Justice Lush. When I say all, I mean the public and the 
profession at large, and especially his brothren on the judicial bench. He was 
a remarkable example of what can bé achieved in the law by ability, energy, 
industry, and perseverance. By these means he raised himself from the lowest 
to the highest rank of the profession. In early life, combining, as he did, an 
excellent memory with an extraordinary power of labour, he made himself 
master of the intricacies which at the time beset the procedure and practiee in 
an action at law, and his book on the subject was tor many years considered 
astandard authority. In later life, when the progress of legal reform had 
swept away the cumbrous and complicated process to the elucidation of which 
he had devoted so mach time and thought, he welcomed the advent of a simpler 
system in no grudging spirit, and as a member of the Committee of Judges 
who revised and settled the rules under the Judicature Acts he gave willing and 
most efficient assistance. Those who knew him knew that as a man he was 
kind and benevolent, pleasantiti manner and amiable in disposition, As a 
judge, we can truly say that hé was conscientious and painstaking, patient and 
impartial, distinguished alike by sound learning and sound sense. Mr. J. 
Pearson, Q.C. (the senior Queen’s Counsel present in court, the membets of the 
Bar standing while he spoke), said,—On behalf of myself and my colleagues 
at the bar I need hardly say how fully we reciprocate all that has fallen from 
your lordship. If anything could alleviate the regret which we all feel for 
the loss of a learned judge it must be found in this, that age had not dimmed 
the clearness of his intellect, nor had the infirmities of age diminished the 
patience, kindness, and courtesy which endeared him to the profession. 


At the Stock and Share Auction Company’s sale, held on the 6th inst., at 
their sale-rooms, Crown-court-buildinge, Old Broad-street, the following were 
amongst the prices obtained :—Surrey and Hampshire Canal Corporation £10 
shares, fully paid, £3 10s.; Oriental Telephone £1 shares, 10s. paid, 6d. 
premium ; Plata Mining and Smelting 10dol, shares, fully paid, £2 ; 
United Horse Nail £1 shares, fully paid, 10e. 6d. ; Capital Fire Insurance 
Association £10 shares, £1 paid, 128. ; East Devon Console Copper Mines £2 
shares, fully paid, 5s.; Great Eastern Rails, 73 1-16 ; Rio Tinto shares, 30%; 
and otber miséellaneous securities fetched fair prices, 


SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Messrs. J. & R. Kemp & Co., at the Mart, Freehold and Leasehold Proporties, 
Revotsions, &e, (see advertisement this week, p. 3). 


No mone Gas on Lamp usin 1s Daytiau.—Whorever there is a window, aleylight, or 
fanlight, Chappuis’ Daylight Reflectors can be adapted. They supersede all artificial 
light, and sre manufactured at prices suitable for either noblemen’s mansions or 
artizans’ workshops, Prospectus sent on receipt of two pinaiah addressed (8. J.) 
Chappuis, Patentwe and Manufacturer, 60, Flect-stroet, London,—[Apvt.] 
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LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Frivay, Jan. 6, 1882. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Croucher, ir w Brcok green, Hammersmith, Nurseryman. Pet Jan 3. Pepys. 


Jan 20 at 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Barwell, Frederick, New Malden, Surrey, Builder. Pet Dec 30. Bell. Kingston, Jan 
7 at 


1 
Bdmonds, David, jun, Aberkenfig, Glamorgan, Draper. Pet Jan3. Langley. Cardiff, 

Jan 19 at 11.30 
Perbridge, me Blenk, South Shields, Builder. Pet Jan 4. Daggett. Newcastle, 

Jan 17 a 
gadler, John Frederick, Leeds, Innkeeper. Pet Jan 4. Marshall. Leeds, Jan 26 at 11 
Walker, William, Manchester, Fruiterer. Pet Jan 3. Lister. Manchester, Jan 23 at 12 

Tvuxzspay, Jan. 10, 1882, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Petord, Thomas, Rochdale, Lancaster, Fuller. Pet Jan4. Tweedale. Oldham, Jan 

26 at 


Bearcroft, Samuel, Docks, Gloucester, General Shipsmith. Pet Jan 6. Wilton Haines. 
Gloucester, Jan 23 at 11 
frown, Alfred, Deal, Kent, Farmer. Pet Jan6. Furley. Canterbury, Feb 3 at 12.30 
el George, Barrow in Furness, Beerseller. Pet Dec31. Postlethwaite. Ulverston, 
an 20 at 2 
Holmes, David, Attercliffe, Sheffield, Grocer. Pet Jan6. Wake. Sheffield, Jan 25 at 1 
lever, John William, Thomas Whitehead Lever, and James Lever, Denton, Lancaster, 
Hat Manufacturers. Pet Jan6. Hall. Ashton under Lyne, Jan 27 at 11 
ony George, Kimberley, Nottingham, Grocer. Pet Jan6. Patchitt. Nottingham, 
an 26 at 3 
oe, John, Bradford, York, Cabinet Maker. Pet Jan 6. Robinson. Bradford, 
Jan 23 at 12 
Riley, Thomas, Scholes, Wigan, Beerseller. Pet Jan6. Woodcock. Wigan, Jan 25 at 11 
weg William, Manningham, Bradford, Grocer. Pet Jan7. Lee. Bradford, Jan 24 
at 1: 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, Jan. 6, 1882. 
Abraham, Valentine James, Station rd, Wood green, Builder. Jan 16 at 3 at Masons’ 
Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue,-Basinghall st. Widdecombe, Walbrook 
Adams, Harry, Birmingham, Coal Dealer. Jan 14 at 12 at offices of East, Temple st, 
Birmingham 
Armsden, William, Bedford, American Meat Merchant. 
Hotel, Holborn. Conquest and Clare, Bedford 
Ball, Richard, Eardisland, Hereford, Postmaster. Jan 17 at 11 at 5 and 6 Corn sq, Leo- 
minster. Moore 
Bagg, William Durston, Swineshead, Lincoln, Farmer. Jan 12 at 2 at offices of Thomas, 
Kmery lane, Boston 
Bannister, Frederick John, East Retford, Nottingham, Corn Factor. 
offices of Bescoby, Grove st, East Retford 
_— — Lowestoft, Suffolk, Baker. Jan 18 at 1 at offices of Hill, Denmark rd, 
owestoft 
Boorman, Walter, Rainham, Kent, Builder. Jan 20 at 10.30 at offices of Gibson, West st, 
Sittingbourne, Kent 
Brigden, Timothy, King William st, Florist. 
church st 
Canham, George Frederick, Kingston-upon-Hull, Grocer. Jan 19 at 2.30 at Law Society’s 
bidgs, Kingston-upon-Hull. Leak and Oo. Kingston-upon-Hull . 
Champion, Clement Solomon, Gladsmore rd, Stamford hill, Builder. Jan 17 at 3 at office 
of Dear, Gresham st 
Clegg, Robert Plummer, and Charlotte Ann Clegg, Liverpool, Provision Merchants 
Jan 20 at lat 14, Cook st, Liverpool. Evans and Co, Liverpool é 
Coates, Samuel, Skidmore st, Mile end rd, Beerhouse Keeper. Jan 23 at 3 at offices of 
Barlee and Co, Finsbury circus 
Coker, James, Warley, Brentwood, Oilman. Jan 16at 12 at offices of Boyes and Child, 
Poultry, Cheapside, Downing, Basinghall st 
Collier, Christopher James, Victoria pk rd Kast, South Hackney, Lighterman. Jan 24 at 
3at 14, King st, Cheapside, Tayleur and Harman 
Crane, Charles, New Brompton, Kent, Licensed Victualler. 
Norman, High st, Chatham 
Crowther, Charles, Catherine ct, Seething lane, Merchant. 
Greenop and Sons, St Peter’s alley, Cornhill 
Davies, ‘Thomas, Prees, Salop, Beerhouse Keeper. 
Sons, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 
nes, Charles Edward, Hough on the Hill, Lincoln, Farmer. 
of Thompson, Grantham 
Beob, George, Melton Mowbray, Leicester, Cattle Dealer. 
Norman st, Melton Mowbray 
Bbrenfest, Julius, Suffolk grove, Southwark, Colour Merchant. 
Court Hotel, Lincoln’s inn fields. Fisher, Finsbury pavement 
Faulkner, Thomas, Liverpool, Lancaster, Cab Proprietor. Jan 20 at 3 at offices of 
Quelch, Hatton garden 
herstone, ‘Thomas, Edward Milburn Featherstone, and Alfred Brown Featherstone, 
illington Quay, Northumberland, Joiners, Jan 1s at 1 at oflice of Hoyle and Co, 
Westgate rd, Newcastle upon ‘I'yne 
, Joseph, sen, and Joseph Fish, jun, Bristol, Railway Carriers. 
offices of Brittan, Small st, Bristol 
Friston, Frederick Edwin, Great Grimsby, Lincoln, Carver. Jan 20 at 2.45 at offices of 
Mason, Victoria st South, Great Grimsby 
‘ater, John Kdward, Enfield, Butcher, Jan 25 at 3.30 at offices of Rumney, Walbrook 
&, Robert, Middlesborough, Solicitor. Jan 17 at 11 at Station Hotel, Northallerton, 
York. Bainbridge and Co, Middlesborough 
Gele, William Joseph, Hast Peckham, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
freeman and W ns Bedford row 
:— ae Quay, Liverpool, Plumber, Jan 23 at 3 at offices of Bartlett, Dale st, 
verpoo 
Green, Charles, Wolfreton, Kirkella, York, Licensed Victualler, Jan 19 at 3 at offices 
of Martinson, Exchange bldgs, Kingston-upon-Hull 
= g Piha eo Leicester, Grocer, Jan 23 at 11 at offices of Hincks, Bowling Green 
» Leicester 
Ham, Charles William, Lower Queen’s rd, Notting hill, Carpenter. Jan 17 at 3 at offices 
of Cooper and Co, Lincoln’s inu fields 
wris, William Heary, Klizabeth ter, Harrow rd, Oil Man, Jan 23 at 2 at offices of 
Wastoll, Queen st, Cheapside 
Herrod, William, Kakring, Nottingham, Miller, 
B Fletcher gate, Nottingham 
ibbs, Robert George, Dorchester, Fishmonger, 
pihester. Coombs 
ill, Thomas, Hyde, Chester, Cab Proprietor, Jan 23 at 3 at Norfolk Arms Hotel, Hyde, 
ylroadsmnith, Ashton-under-Lyne 
offen, George Sexton, Scarborough, Baker, Jan 17 at 3 at offices of Appleyard, New- 
borough st, Scarborough 


Jan 19 at 1 at Inns of Court 


Jan 25 at lat 


Jan 16 at 12 at offices of Moss, Grace- 


Jan 24 at 11 at offices of 
Jan 23 at 2 at offices of 
Jan 17 at 11 at offices of Morris and 
Jan 27 at 12 at offices 
Jan 20 at 3 at offices of Gee, 


Jan 16 at 11 at Inns of 


Jan 19 at 12 at 


Jan 31 at 3 at oilices of 


Jan 19 at 3 at offices of Cockayne, 


Jan 16 at 12 at Junction Hotel, Dor. 





7 Mp naa York, Worsted Spinner. Jan 9 at 4 at office of Storey, Kitig 
ross st, Halifax 
Houghton, Albert Brown, Birmingham, Mould Maker. Jan 18 at 12 at office of Cottrell 


and Son, Temple row, Birmingham 

rae, Sans Chester, Builder.. Jan 19 at 2 at office of Simpson and North, Water 
st, Liverpoo 

Hunnings, Edward, Stamford Hill, Zinc Worker. Jan 25 at 3 at Guildhall Tavern, 
Gresham st. Cridge, Bishopsgate st, Within 

—. . <" ys Huddersfield, out of business. Jan 20 at 11 at office of Ainley, New st, 

uddersfe 

Jenkinson, John, Nottingham, Wine Merchant. Jan 24 at 3 at office of Acton and 
Marriott, Victoria st, Nottingham 

Kennelly, Richard, Taunton, Somerset, Gasfitter. Jan 19 at 3 at offices of Ohapman, 
Exchange chbrs, Bath pl, Taunton 

Knapp, Edward William, Cornhill, Financial Agent. Jan 16 at 12 at office of Soames, 
Finsbury pavement 

Lacey, Robert, Walton-on-the-Wolds, Leicester, Farmer. Jan 30 at 1 at Townhall, Lough- 
borough. Clifford, Loughborough 

Lees, Thomas, Liverpool, Cotton Broker. Jan 26at3 at offices of Gardner and Smith, 
Dale st, Liverpool 


Jan 20 at 12 at offices of Rhagg, Grainger st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Long, Thomas, Stockton on Tees, Plasterer. Jan 18 at 3 at offices of Lewis, Zetland rd, 
low, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 
Mason, Henry, Melton st, Euston sq, Porter. Jan 13 at 3 at 262, High Holborn, 
Smith and Lawrence, Cambrian pl, Swansez 
Newman, William Henry, Southampton, Solicitor. Jan 16 at 3 at offices of Bell and 
Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Perry, George, Birmingham, Brown Saddler. Jan 13 at 2 at offices of Sargent and 
gate, Blackburn 
Read, Dinah, Brundish, Suffolk, Farmer. Jan 21 at 3 at Crown and Anchor Hotel, 
Pontypridd 
Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-l'yne 
Ross, John Daniel, Gloucester, House Furnisher. Jan 18 at 11 at office of Franklyn, 
Jan 16 at 3 at 
of Cooper and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Smith, Peter, Evelina rd, Nunhead, Surrey, Oilman. Jan 20 at 12 at office of Morris, 
Bennet’s hill, Birmingham 
Jan 19 at 3 at office of 
Stares, Samuel Shaft, and James Stares, Southsea, Grocers. Jan 24 at 2 at the George 
Northwich. Sims, Market 
Lio westry 
Talbot, Richard, Weymouth, Dorset, Baker. Jan 27 at 3 at office of Howard, East st, 
Salmon, Bristoi 
Tunnicliff, Peter Jones, Ashton-under-Lyne, Tailor. 
Varty, Robert, New Ferry, Chester, Grocer. Jan 19 at 3 at offices of Leeming, Duncan 
Bedford. Wade-Gery, Hunts 4 
Jan 20 at 3 at offices of Clark, Union 
Whibley, Sarah, Hanover pl, Regent’s pk, Stationer. Jan 19 at 2 at offices of Nicholls 
offices of Burton, Union passage, Birmingham 
Jan 20 at 10,30 at offices of 
Davies, Union st, Dudley 
Jan 20 at 3at office of Fallows, 
Anderson, Robert, North Shields, Northumberland, Boat Builder. 


Long, John, Chesham, Buckingham, Bootmaker. Jan 19 at 3at Inns of Court Hotel, 
Middlesborough 
Marriner, William, Southport, Livery stable Keeper. Jan 19 at 3at offices of Threlfall, 
Staniland, King st, Cheapside 
Jan 16 at 2.30 at offices of 
Mountfort, John, Silverstone, Northampton, Farmer. Jan 17 at 11 at offices of Jeffery, 
Taylor, Portland st, Southampton 
Parsons, George, Canning Town, Essex, Baker. Jan 21 at 2 at offices of Tattershall, 
Son, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Jan 24 at 3 at offices of Holland, North- 
Pratt, Henry, Wellesbourne, Warwick, Farmer. 
Framlingham, Alston 
Jan 21 at 11 at offices of Davies, Mill st,* 
Rogers, Thomas Buckingham, Plymouth, Lodging house keeper. Jan 17 at 11 offices 
Berkley st, Gloucester 
Slater, James George, Elderfield rd, Clapton Park, Accountant. Jan I4at 10.30 at 
Mitre ct, Temple 
Spells, Alfred George, Edith ter, North End, Fulham, Baker. 
Hotel, High st, Portsmouth, Cousins, Portsmouth 
1 
Stephenson, Mary, and Thomas William Stephenson, Oswestry, Salop, Cakinet Makers. 
Melcombe Regis 
Tozer, Charles John, Plymouth, Builder. Jan 18 at 11 at Square and Co, Bank of Eng- 
bury, Booth chmbrs, Booth st, Ashton-under-Lyne 
st, Birkenhead 
Weil, Charles, Bath, Somerset, Coach Builder. 
and Leatherdale, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Tusspay, Jan. 10, 1882. 
Albrecht, George, Birmingham, Bird Cage Maker, 
Jan 20 at 3 at office 
of Sewell, Grey st, Newcastle i Tyne 


Liddle, Thomas, and William Edward Horncastle, Gateshead, Glass Manufacturers. 
Holborn. Green and Cheese, Warwick st, Charing-cross 

Manley, George, Stapleford, Nottingham, Schoolmaster. Jan 23 at 11 at offices of Bar- 
London st, Southport 

Miles, Samuel, Swansea, Glamorgan, Club House Manager. 
College st, Northampton 

Norton, Thomas, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Grocer. Jan 18 at 11 at offices of Rhodes, 
West Ham lane, Stratford 

Pilkington, Henry, Church, Lancaster, Joiner. 

Jan 18 at 1 at Rose and Crown Hotel, 

Marketsq, Warwick. Fallows, Birmingham 

Rees, David, Cardiff, Commercial Traveller. 

Richardson, Ralph, Newcastle-npon-Tyne, Druggist. Jan 18 at 2 at offices of Aitchison, 
of Square and Co, Bank of England chmbrs, Plymouth 

Siblay, Frederick, Offord yd, Roman rd, Barnsbury, Cab Proprietor. 
Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Hope, East India rd, Poplar 

Smith, Thomas, Birmingham, Warwick, Butcher. Jan 19 at 3 at office of Buller and Co, 
Dear, Gresham st 

Stelfox, Ann, Northwich, Chester, Licensed Victualler. Jan 36 at 3 at Angel Hotel, 
Jan 19 at 1 at Lion Hotel, Hope st, Wrexham, Denbigh. d, Os 

Thorne, Charles, Bristol, Grocer. Jan 18 at 2 at offices of Collins, Broad st, Bristol 
land chmbrs, Plymouth Jan 94 of $ eb OMees of Brad- 

Wagstaff, John, Northill, Bedford, Farmer. Jan 20 at 1.30 at Greyhound Inn, Sandy, 
st, Bath 

York, ‘Thomas, Harborne, Stafford, Manager to a Wine Company. Jan 19 at ll at 

Adams, Job, Newtown, Dudley, Worcester, Wheelwright. 
Cherry st, Birmingham 

Bamberger, John, Battersea pk rd, Surrey, Baker, Jan 23 at 2 at office of Norris, South- 


ampton bldgs, Chancery lane 

Banks, George, Willenhail, Stafford, Bolt Manufacturer. Jan 20 at 21 at office of Clark, 
New rd, Willenhall 

Banks, William Woodland, Gray's inn sq, Assistant Horse Commssion Agent. Jan 30 
at 12 at offices of Hudson, Furnival’s inn 

Bentley, Fred, Halifax, York, Grocer. Jan Wat 3 at office of Storey, King Cross st, 
Halifax 

Betts, ’homas, Gorleston, Suffolk, Roat Owner. Jan 26 at 12 at offices of Blake, Hall 
Quay chmbrs, Great Yarmouth, Palmer, Great Yarmouth 

Biene, Auguste Van, Waterloo rd, Surrey, Musician, Jan 19 at 11 at office of Allen, 
Southampton bligs, Chancery lane 

Birchenough, ‘Thomas, Goldenhill, Stafford, Beerseller, Jan 25 at 4 at offices of Salt and 
Alcock, ‘hunstall 

Blades, William Scott, Hounslow, Tailor, Feb 2 at 12. at 883, Gresham st, Barber, Ol 
Jewry 

Braddock, Samuel, Birmingham, Beer Retailer, Jan 2) at? at offices of Sargent and 
Son, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 

Brown, ‘Thomas, Melton Mowbray, Leicester, Tailor, Jan 24 at 3 at 7, Belvoir st, 
Leicester, Wright 
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Burton, Henry, Darlington, Durham, Beerhouse Keeper. 
“ Robinson, Chancery lane, Darlington 
Butler, Joseph Walton, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. Jan 25 at3 at 
offices of Robinson, St James’s sq, Manchester 
Bywater, William, Staincliffe, York, Butcher. Jan 25 at 4 at offices of Butler and Mid- 
dlebrook, Birstall 
Cackett, Benjamin, Hockley, Essex, Farmer. Jan 20 at 3 at offices of Pritchard and Co, 
Painter’s hall, Little Trinity lane 
Clarkson, Thomas, jun, Fleetwood, Lancaster, Grocer. Jan 14 at 2 at 1, Lune st, Preston 
Addie, Albert st, Fleetwood 
—~ Henry, Cambridge Heath, Carman. Jan 19 at 11 at offices of Hatchett and Co, 
ark lane 
Diggle, John, Carlisle, Fruit and Potato Merchant. Jan 25 at 3 at offices of Wannop, 
otch st, Carlisle 
Earnshaw, Henry, Southowram, Halifax, Stone Merchant. Jan 27 at 12 at offices of 
Rhodes, Horton st, Halifax 
Edmonds, Martha, Aberkenfig, Bridgend, Glamorgan, Grocer. Jan 25 at 2 at offices of 
Jenkins and Co, Philharmonic chmbrs, Cardiff. Stockwood, Bridgend 
Elliott, Alfred, Carlton rd, St John’s, Kent, Gent. Jan 26 at 2 at offices of Tindale, 
Essex st, Strand 
Evans, Richard, Wrexham, Denbigh, Grocer. 
st, Wrexham 
Fattorini, Antonio, Harrogate, York, Watchmaker. 
Newhall st, Birmingham 
Fenard, Thomas, Llanelly, Carmarthen, Tea Merchant. 
Stepney st, Llanelly 
Fish, Joseph, the younger, Bristol, Railway Carrier. 
and Co, Small st, Bristol 
Flower, Marshall Turner, Bristol, Brick and Tile Manufacturer. Jan 20 at 12 at offices 
of Benson and Carpenver, Bank chmbrs, Corn st 
Grieve, Ebenezer Paton, and John McInnes, Birmingham, Butchers. Jan 23 at 11 at 
offices of Parr and Hayes, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Griffiths, John Roberts, Leather lane, Licensed Victualler. Jan 19 at 11.30 at Guildhall 
Tavern. Hicks 
bag > James, Hastings, Fly Proprietor. Jan 20 at 12 at office of Langham, Robertson 
st, Hastings 
Harris, Robert Edward, Exeter, Wine Merchant’s Clerk. Jan 23 at 11 at office of South- 
cott, Post Office st, Exeter. Huggins, Exeter 
Hardwick, Jane, Fulbourn, Cambridge, Farmer. Jan 20 at 11 at offices of Lyon, St 
Andrew st, Cambridge 
Harrison, James Edward, Aston, nr Birmingham, Button Manufacturer. Jan 20 at 3 at 
office of Jaques, Temple row, Birmingham 
Harnett, Charles Dobbs, Margate, Grocer. Feb 1 at 1 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. 
Sankey and Co, Margate 
Harper, Ralph, Burnley, Grocer. 
Burnley 
— Edwin, Chester, Clerk. Jan 20 at 11 at offices of Brassey, St Werburgh st, 
ester 
Hughes, Henry, Albert ter, Upton rd, Kilburn, Bootmaker. Feb3 at 11 at offices of 
Liggins, Berners st 
Jackson, William Nicholas, Town Wall, Hartlepool, Ship Broker. Jan 24 at 3 at 25, 
Church st, West Hartlepool 
Job, Robert Dashwood, Martin, Harworth, Nottingham, Farmer. Jan 23 at 12 at offices 
of Newton and Co, The Square, East Retford 
Johnson, Edward Lionel, Crutched Friars, Merchant. 
and Letcher, Mark lane 
Jones, Henry, Southeron rd, Watford, Hertford, out of business. Jan 19 at 11 at Malden 
Hotel, Watford. Wells, St Albans 
King, Samuel Daunton, Stone Allerton, Weare, Weare, Somerset, Farmer. Jan 21 at 
12 at Kellaway’s Railway Hotel, Highbridge 
Knaggs, Aaron, Askrigg, York,Grocer. Jan 20 at 11 at offices of Dodson, Gosford st, 
Middlesborough 
Lawrence, Alfred, Bishops Stortford, Hertford, Wine and Spirit Merchant. Jan 23 at 
11 at offices of Wayman, Silver st, Cambridge 
Laycock, John, New Wortley, York, Flock Merchant. 
Albion st, Leeds 
Lindley, Henry, Sheffield, Chemist. Jan 24 at 2 at offices of Nicholson and Co, East 
parade, Sheffield 
Loadder, Robert. Cross st, Woolwich, Kent, Corn and Poultry Dealer. Jan 24 at 2 at 
offices of Whale, William st, Woolwich 
Lowe, William, Bunbury, Chester, Clerk in Holy Orders. Jan 25 at 1.30 at offices of 
Cooke, Temple chmbrs, Oak st, Crewe 
Marriott, Thomas William, Nottingham, Dentist. Jan 17 at 3.30 at offices of Webster, 
Brougham chm brs, Wheelergate, Nottingham 
McKellow, Charles Henry, Brighton, Sussex, Timber Merchant, Jan 24 at 3 at Old Ship 
Hotel, Brighton. Griffith and Eggar, Brighton 
Meadowcroft, Edmund, Rochdale. Lancaster, General Draper. 
Hetel, Cathedral gates, Manchester. Worth, Rochdale 
a, Jacob, Chester, Cab Proprietor. Feb 3 at3 at offices of Ellis, Newgate st, 
Shester 
Oldaker, Joseph, Birmingham, Chandelier and Gas Fittings Manufacturer. Jan 20 at 12 
at offices of Smith, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Ollerenshaw, Thomas, Cheetham, Manchester, Stonemason, 
Hankinson, John Dalcon st, Manchester 
Oppenheim, Joseph Guttmann, Leeds, York, Wholesale Clothier. 
Institution, Albion pl, Leeds. Lodge and Rhodes, Leeds 
Paris, Alexander, Penton st, Pentonville, Oilman. Jan 26 at 2 at 269 and 270 High Hol- 
born. Woulfe and Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Parr, Stephen, Nottingham, Plumber. Jan 24 at 12 at offices of Brittle, St Peter’s chmbs, 
St Peter’s gate, Nottingham 
Peck, John, Bristol, Refreshment-house Keeper. 
st, Bristol 
Pemberton, Edward Abson, St Helen’s, Lancaster, Joiner. 
Oppenheim, Hardshaw st, St Helen’s 


Jan 17 at 11 at offices of 


Jan 26 at 12 at offices of Hughes, Regent 
Jan 25 at 3 at offices of Solomon, 
Jan 21 at 11 at office of Howell, 
Jan 19 at 1.30 at offices of Brittan 


Jan 24 at 12 at offices of Knowles, Nicholas st, 


Jan 24 at 11 at offices of Jones 


Jan 23 at 3 at offices of Pullan, 


Jan 25 at 11 at Mitre 


Jan 24at 3 at offices of 


Jan 23 at 11 at Law 


Jan 25 at 2 at offices of Hobbs, Clare 


Jan 24 at 12 at offices of 








———<—— 


Pennington, Walter, Walkden, Lancaster, Mineral Water Manufacturer. Jan 25 at 3 at 
offices of Holden and Holden, Mawdsley st, Bolton 

Pretyman, Frederic John, Sheerness, Grocer. Jan 23 at 3 at Masons’ Hall Tavern, 
Masons’ avenue. Young, Newgate st 

= Thomas, Chester, Cabinet Maker. Jan 24 at 11 at offices of Cartw,ight, Whits 

riars 

Probets, William Griffin, Ludgershall, Bucks, Farmer. Jan 23 at 12 at offices of Bicker, 
ton, Town Clerk’s Offiee, Townhall 

Ratcliffe, George, Abbey Foregate, Shrewsbury, Draper. Jan 20 at 11 at offices of 
Morris and Sons, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

Reed, Martin, Bournemouth, Hants, Schoolmaster. Jan 24at11 at Lansdowne Hotel, 
Bournemouth. Lydall 

Ringrose, Walter, Grove rd, Victoria park, Tailor. Jan 30 at 2 at offices of Hammack, 
Ftnsbury circus “ 

Robinson, Thomas, Birtley, Durham, Licensed Victualler. Jan 18 at {11 at offices of 
Aitchison, Collingwood st, Newcastle-on-Tyne 

ey Thomas, Heeley, Sheffield, Builder. Jan 21 at 11 at offices of Mellor, ueen 
st, Sheffield 

Sharman, James, Tingewick, Buckingham, Farmer. Jan 23 at 11 at Swan and Castle 
Hotel, Buckingham: Kilby and Mace, Banbury 

Smyth, Henry Beardmore, Poplar, Student of Medicine. Jan 26 at 2 at offices of Scuda. 
more, Dartmouth st, Westminster 

Stephens, William, Southampton st, Camberwell, Dairyman. Jan 21 at 10 at offices of 
Cooke, Gray’s inn sq 

Stewart, Margaret, Cardiff, Fancy Dealer. Jan 27 at 12 at offices of Tribe and (Co, 
Moorgate st bldgs, Moorgate st. Heard, Cardiff 

Symonds, John, Gt Yarmouth, Smackowner. Jan 24 at 11 at offices of Cowl, Sout) 
Quay. Gt Yarmouth 

Tarrant, Francis, Chippenham ter, Harrow rd, Provision Dealer. Jan 24 at 2 at( 
Arthur st Fast. Carter and Bell, Eastcheap 

Taylor, Henry, Leeds, Lithographic Printer. 


Rhodes, Park row, Leeds 
Thompson, Robert, Manchester, Butcher. Jan 26 at 3 at offices of Myers, John Dalton 
Feb 1 at 2a 


st, Manchester 
Thoumire, Auguste Alexandre Emile, Oxford st, Licensed Victualler. 

Jan 25 at 11 at office 
Jan 23 at 11 at offices 


Jan 20 at 3 at offices of Lodge ani 


offices of Routh and Co, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 

Tomlinson, Thomas, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Dealer in China, 
of Braithwaite, Lowther st, Whitehaven 

Turner, Emily, and Martha Jane Dennis, Leeds, Confectioners. 
of Grisdale, Great George st, Leeds 

Turner, Thomas, Tunstall, Stafford, Beerseller. 
Market st, Tunstall 

Twain, James, Greasley, Nottingham, Collier. 
cross, Nottingham 

Vessey, Charles, Huntingdon, Watchmaker. Jan 28 at 12 at the George Hotel, Ramsay. 


Serjeant 
Waud, Henry, Dewsbury, York, Boot and Shoe Maker. Jan 20 at 11 at offices of Shay, 


Bond st, Dewsbury 

Webb, Julia, Calne, Wilts, Grocer. Jan 19 at 11 at offices of Henly, Green, Calne 

Webb, George, Bilston, Grocer. Jan 26 at 11 at offices of Jaques, Birmingham 

Whalley, Thomas, Knutsford, Chester, Farmer. Jan 23 at 11.80 at office of Almon(, 
Kennedy st, Manchester. Fletcher, Northwich 

White, Francis Newbery, Newbury, Berks, Grocer. 
Hotel, Reading. Lucas, Newbury 

Whitmore, Anne, Fletching, Sussex. Jan 20 at3 at offices of Schomberg, Middle s, 
Brighton 

Williams, John, Mold, Flint, Ironmonger. Jan 20 at 12 at North-Western Hotel, Stafford 
Keliy and Keene 

Womersley, Samuel, Halifax, Butcher. Jan 23 at3 at offices of Robson and Suter, George 
st, Halifax 

Wright, William, Latchford, Chester, Farmer. Jan 25 at 3 at offices of Moore and Son, 
Upper Bank st, Warrington 

Young, Joseph Todd, Bolton, Lancaster, Hosier. Jan 23 at 3 at office of Dutton, Acresfieli, 
Bolton 


Jan 25 at 3 at offices of Salt and Alcock, 
Jan 31 at 3 at offices of Bird, Weekday 


Jan 23 at 2 at the Wheatsheal 
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, 
SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality‘ 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘the most nutritions, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates, keeps better in all climates, and is fuur times 
the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

Cocoatina a La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 

In tin packets at 1s. 6d., 3s., 58, 6d., &c., by Chemists 
and Grocers. 


Charities on ~ wy, Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


Designs, &c. 
Bedding, from £7 10s. 





on reasonable terms, 


ESTABLISHED 1825, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 


Estimates and Designs submitted free for entirely Fur- 
nishing Residences, Chambers, Offices, &c. 
Decorating, and House Repairs. 





Carved Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient 
Bedroom Furniture, including Bedstead and 
per set. 

THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS. 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 
200, 203, and 204, Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 
N.B.—Household Furniture Warehoused or Removed 





EDE AND SON, 


ROBE » DES , MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the kord Chancellor, the Whole f the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’E DITTO. 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY &% CLERGY GOWNS: 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Painting, 
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